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«TFT II—73^ 3-3iT-7ITJ^ (ii) 

. _ ■ _ - PART II—-Section 3— Sub-section (ii) 

W tftjJeM ) ^TTT ^TTft' f^r ^Tir TTffofTO 37T^T 3ffT 37f«T7£eHTTr 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Governmentof India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


3frr vl^lPleh) Tf^FRT 
(aflr f^TFT) 

^ 10 373^*7, 2007 

m.37T. 3060.7T73T7, WPm (FT ^ WTTfa 

trM ^ fm, srata) fm, 1976 $ 10 ^ 

( 4 ) ^ 37^rm 3 ten aft: ifldlPna wmn otrPttt 

f%WTT«f^T 37?frTRT wM'q; TT^fa TTSeW T^* fcr^ft^ 
TPlcH (^2*4 ), ^>V|ebRti 80% ^>4'3ll74f 

^ 1w^ 7*>i4<HI*rer wr W<\ ^T7 %^T t, TTcT^RT aTffeRjf^RT 
4^ f I 

[m.U 11028/1/2005-71 m] 

41d|K>K 7TprF pH<^i=h (U Vff.) 

MINISTRY OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
(Department of Science and Technology) 

New Delhi, the 10th October, 2007 

S.O. 3060.—In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 
of the Official Language (Use for official purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies 


National Atlas St Thematic Mapping Organisation 
(NATMO), Kolkata a subordinate office under the 
Administrative Control of Ministry of Science and 
Technology, 80% staff whereof have acquired the working 
knowledge of Hindi. 

[File No. 11028/1/2005 (OL)j 
__ N1LAMBAR PANDEY, J t. Director (OI.) 

msfrro Tgm arrorr 3ti^«w, «ray 
11 37^37, 2007 
U. 03/2007-08 

m.37T. 3061.-37mrcPm, 1962 Pm 2 7ft T* 
^ 77T3 37TTR 3Tfaf^m, 1961 (1961 ^7 43 ^f) 3ft 
m io ^ (23 Th) 3ft 37 «iri (vi) ^ m 

>>il=Kl4i 371 s4hi 3>7ft ^ 3713377 3ti^<=Kt, ^13 yti'^g.Kl 

^ 2004-2005 -qcf 2005-06 ^ ,f^ 3^33 3RT ^ 
^ “3ft 37Ff TTfTTmt, ^TUcR, facff-’TTmjC” 

3ft <r4)<^la ftft i? l 

% TlfnRi 3TT33T-'Pm 1962 fTW 2 7ft 3 qft 
77187 33 Hi 3 37T33T7 STfaftm, 1961 3ft «FRT 10 ^ 3Htsf»g 


4114 GI/2007 


18877) 
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(23 tfr) RRRRT (vi) ^ TTT^«TFTf ^ ^ I 


[V^m: ^3Ti37T/3TW3n/( w^O/^T/10(23^1) ( vi )/07~08] 

T5*T. R^RcT, RTRRR 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF 
INCOME TAX 

Jaipur, the I Ith October, 2007 
No. 03/2007-08 

S.O. 3061. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-clause (vi) of clause (23C) of Section 10 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) read with rule 2CA of the Income- 
tax rules, 1962 the Chief Commissioner of Income-tax, 
Jaipur hereby approves “Shri Arya Vidyapeeth Society, 
Bhusawar, District-Bharatpur” for the purpose of said 
section for the A. Y. 2004-05 and 2005-06. 

Provided that the society conforms to and complies 
with the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of clause (23C) of 
Section 10 of the I ncome-tax Act, 1961 read with rule 2CA 
of the Income-tax Rules, 1962. 

[No. CCIT/JPR/Addl. CIT(Coord.)/2007-08] 
S. C, KAPIL, Chief Comm issioner of Income-tax 

7RTRZR 3fhr tffttSIR ehc^lUI 

(tFSTRET f^TFT ) 

Rf 16 2007 

^T.3TT. 3062.—RT^RfRRTRfRR (RRTfRRiRRT SKHRiK 
3'4<snrfi) STfafwr, 197) (1971 RR 40) RKT 3 ^RI 
TlfTl^T RR tPTPT RR^ R^R RRFR, RTRR Rff 

rrrri r^rf rt! rr<^tr rrr 

3tfRfWT ^ WRRT*f RRRT RfRRTRt RR ^ fq^<=kj RRtTT 
^ TRTT R4 RRR RfRfHRM 3?RRT fRq^ 

STxFfcl R4R RlfRRR? RR RRpT rT«TT ^ RIT RRRf RR Pj^lKd 

^ f ^ rrr r rrr rr 

rIRKRI R> rRjt ♦_ 

(I ) RTeH Ri*-HM Rfal 3rfc RTR7 RK. R. RR#R 

TITT rTIpt R RRfRR IJ^R^/RRR | 

(2) 3TR. R. R>l<r)*f 3tTR Rf&R, R^ fiRrvfl R^ RRRT 

RTRT f^TTePT, Wft RR*f 3?fc RlM 3HVW4 
■T^ePJ . T1RT TRRR3 RRT fRRR RRt Rfa/WT I 

[■R. R. 11011/5/2004-RR] 

3Rf^ RRTR, 3RR RfRR 

MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
(Department of Health) 

New Delhi, the 16th October, 2007 

S.O. 3062.—I n exercise of the powers conferred by 
action 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of unauthorised 
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occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971) the Central Government 
hereby appoints Ms. Kalpana Mandal, being a Gazetted 
Officer of the Government to be an Estate Officer for the 
purposes of the said Act. Who shall exercise the powers 
conferred and perform the duties imposed on the Estate 
Officer by or under the said Act within the local limits of 
her jurisdiction in respect of the Public Premises specified 
below. 

(1) All plots of Land/Building belonging to the 
R.A.K. College of Nursing, New Delhi inside or 
outside the College campus; 

(2) All Land/Building eannarked by the Directorate 
of Estate, Ministry of Urban Affairs &* Poverty 
Alleviation, Government of India, for use of the 
College Authority/Staff as per the decision of the 
Estate Officer of the R.A.K. College of Nursing, 
New Delhi. 

[No. A. 11011/5/2004-N] 
_ ARV1ND KUMA R, Under Secy. 

rptr rrtor ■ftraw rrtrtr 

( dx^Ht fTTSTT f^FFT ) 

4 TfRRRR 2007 

W.3R. 3063.-T,^ RREIR RRTprr (RR TiTRRRR 
3T%*Rt^fRTRRRlR) fRRR, 1976^fRRR 10^^R-fRRH4 
^ 3RJRRR 3 RIRR RRTRR fspbIR RRTRTR (RRRcR fRT4fl 
iRRRT) ^ 3RcPfcT R^ft RFRtRfR R <3 4^41 RfrPSPT, 
y|[RR>< u l fghV-t eld, RRTjft, d'^'i ^ 

RR f^RFT 80 Tlfcl^ici ^ 3TfRTj ^ 

RR WR RR IpPTT Rf*RjfRR RRcft t I 

[7T. 11011-7/2005-R. RT. R.] 

^fRR^, R^R RfRR 

MINISTRY OF HUMAN RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT 

(Department of Higher Education) 

New Delhi, the 4th October, 2007 

S.O. 3063. —In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of rule 10 
of the Official Language (Use for Official Purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies 
Maharshi Sandipani Rashtriya Vedvidya Pratishthan, 
Pradhikaran Bhavan, 2nd floor, Bharatpuri, Ujjain under 
the Ministry of Human Resource Development. (Deptt. of 
Higher Education) as a office, whose more than 80% 
members of the staff have acquired working knowledge of 
Hindi. 

[No. 11011-7/2005-0. L.U.] 
KESHAV DES1RAJU, Jt. Secy. 
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TO : 3T^«R 20, 2007/3flf^R 28, 1929 


( TT3WTOT y^TFT) 

■M 4 3T^7, 2007 

W,3ff. 3064. W<m, TRrW (TTR mRil’M 
y4)^H)'^%T3T-5r#T) Iwr, 1976 ^IWT 10 ^^ t T-'fWT4 
3T^<o, ii T|pfg wm tercr w<nq %$tt sffc 
^ITOT f^MFT) ^ SRPfa TfafrT «P 3T*TR 

iqV r ^i felTM, RFfT ^T-TT^ (tStfapre) ^\, ^ 
^ FT -$, pJi^ch 80 yfdVId 3 3Tf*rer37ifelfrqT ^ 
f^t 7£T "chl4^l^ ?H TTM ^ f^FTT t, 3rfSRjfg?T eft}# t I 

[U 11011 -7/2005-TT. m % (-q^-I) ] 
4Wl<4 TtfaRRj, ^qci 
(O.L. Division) 

New Delhi, the 4th October, 2007 

S.O. 3064. —In pursuance of sub rule (4) of rule 10 
of the Official Language (Use for Official Purposes of the 
Union) Rules 1976 the Central Government hereby notifies 
the Jawahar Navodaya Vidyalaya, Mana Camp - Raipur 
(Chhatishgarh) an office of Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti 
under the Ministry of Human Resource Development, 
(Deptt. of School Education and Literacy) as office, whose 
more than 80% members of the staffhave acquired working 
knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. 11011 -7/2005-0. L.U. (Pt-I)] 
_ _ KESHAV DES1RAJ U, Jt. Secy. 

■^nTterTT ■qpRFT, 73TST 3ffT THc^dfH* fadtUI WR 
(rmr^ l^trpT) 

SlTTfTta HMch o^ff 

^ 4 3RT^qr, 2007 

W.3TT, 3065.- Wfa RFPF fm, 1987 ^ f^FF 

7 ^ ^TfWT (! ) ^ 335 (T3) ^ FT 

^ ^<- v ski ajfa^pcjd wm f fer ^ 

■ f TrW( d7f) P fM’-RT fdTPT TFtl/feP t:— 






Xhsqt sfhfdf«t 

TTTTfVO rTPJ 

Wilted MH+ 

TRs^TT 

(.]) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

i. 

581? : 1992 

1, fnrfESR 2007 

30 fm&d. 2007 

"i 

10359 : 1982 

3, 2007 

30 fOdM- 1 2007 

3. 

10360 : 1982 

3, fnOH/ 2007 

30 2007 


FT Rmt^FTl' ^ Trfipn PR#q TTFfqFT TTFFF WT 9 

w ww* ■ppi, M f^#-i 10002, srfcq wfefi' ^ 


88/9 

dT^dil'dl, %lf, Tjrsff cT^JT ^h 13T •i 1 ' 

3TFTF^, J|ct[gl«5, 

V&ti, tp) m R' fei 

t* I 

[*M : 

■R. ^ft, ‘pV d (Mdei ) 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD 
AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 
New Delhi, the 4th October, 2007 

S.O. 3065.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-ruie 
(1) ofrule7ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that 
amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which 
are given in the Schedule hereto annexed have been 
issued :— 

A 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. and year 
of the Indian 
Standards 

No. and year of 
the amendment 

Date from which 
the. amendment 
shall have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

5817 : 1992 

1, September 2007 

30 September 2007 

2. 

10359 : 1982 

3, September 2007 

30 September 2007 

3. 

10360 : 1982 

3. September 2007 

30 September 2007 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional 
Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai. Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, 
Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

• [Ref: CED/G»-**M 

A. K. SA INI, Scientist ‘F 1 & Head (Civil Engg.) 

Ti? 9 3ffi£K, 2007 

^L-3?T. 3066.FTFFF fFTR. 1987 % 

fTFF ? c£ RqlTTR (l) on ws (^) ■3Tf?v( T n 
'^d Wrm t fF f3R RTTO-T 

tffA 2 ;p^qf -4 fep | i Tsqiiqff \ft f >. 

wm w#^^rTdf4Timqit(^vf) qpf^ 'Sri 

tt. sfb vfr^?r sTfernffi 

w^rnptFf, 
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0_)_(2) (3) (4) 

]. 471? IRT 1600 ; : 2007 FTFFTR - ftffiFFt 2007 

FT TTTS-TFRT FFTFtFt - 

W RTRTtF RFTT7 -aft R17FT1 RKdTR «2£C[, RTTT 

'TTI, 9 W RTRRpf, fefH ]0002, TF#TRt: 

fTTtt, eh^ebldi, Tpsjf trIT Fmgj ch l ^ l d^T : 

3Tg*KMK, FORK, RfalR, T^RUicji, ^p^Ht, $<RWI<L 

TTPnrjT, RHRT, ^ fTtCTTd'I'RH 3 

#g t I 




FR xFTfhrl FKFtF,FRFT (Fit) 

FF FRcftF FRF NfF 

F. Fit F75TT, FF 37tr 

SKI -3i fns+'j i l Pci 


FRFtF FRF 


FFF1 FRFf, 


FfF FT ?t. 


Fit ftsfi sltr 


F^ 


(1) (2) (3) (4) 


[*M : 

Rt 'TSTFR, -gg® ( WI irg' <T=r) 

New Delhi, the 9th October, 2007 

S.O. 3066.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
(1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the 
Indian Standard, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed has been established on the date 
indicated against each : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. & Year of the 
[ndian Standards 
Established & Title 

No. & year of 
Indian Standards, 
if any, Superseded 
by the New Indian 
Standard 

Date of 
Established 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 16001 : 2007 
Organizational 
-V’:v.->untatiiity at the 

— 

September 2007 


/ A Place -Requirements 



Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
' »'nr.ii -3 tar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices: 
New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and 
also Brand) Offices ; Abir.edabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, 
Bhubaneshwar, Cci.batore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvanamhapuram. 

[Ref: MSD/G-8] 

P. BHATNAGAR, Scientist ‘E’ & Head 
(Management &. Systems) 

^ 9 SERfC 2007 

<$T„37T. 3067.—TRcfPT W: > 2 $ i 9^7 -«£ 

TCP? 7 T -S'tpiqn (1) 7^ (J§) SRfRRF ff TTpjfrq 

THT Ud^R) OTB-RTfTT TTnT t % f^R RETTPT RTOTT 
T ~M TRRTRt xf f^TT RTI11 FT f 


1. 3586: 2007 141 
7S3F FtF13F Ft 4'KFti 
Fit SFjTiniTT (aer-ii 

2. 371^4568: 2007 FtFF 
73TFT AWl 37f op; £i’s 
Cci4>ii)-rqr7ircd (ff?f 

3. 37T&F 7451 (FFT 6): 2007/ 
3F^F3Tt 2261 : 1994 
FcFFTTFt 37 T«rTf<>=t : 3 4 FF 7444 

FPT 6 F*F-FlfRF fdFRI 
■#RFT-FfF Fit FRF 
(FtfRT^ntw) 

4. STlftRT 10478: 2007/ 
3#RT3Tt6519: 1993 

ff-rrer Ft fait slk ff 

5. 3TI^F 14511 (FPI2) 2007/ 
37T^7FT37t 8984-2:1993 
FTFR FFH -?Vf ?^cM<i 
FIT FTNRT F7T 2 FttSRT 
FSldF (F^cTI'JFt^) 

6. 371^7?] 5753: 2007 
TF^C-i ZlFt-RTFT 
F^fm 37FRT 3tfFFT 


47TTR7.3586: 1 966 30 fFFFT 2007 


37TfR77 4568: 1968 30 RTrTFT 2007 


37RTR7 7451 31 3TFm 2007 

(F1F6): 1974 


3TTfTRl 10478: 1983 31 3FRF 2007 


3TT#IR7 14511 31 FW 2007 

( FTF 2) : 1998 


30 ^=t 2007 


^ RKcffa RTTE -<£[ RfrRtl RTTrftR RTFFT ^jft, 

'TR, 9 Rlk, 1 ] 0002, TITMq'l: 

M "^cn=hKii, Wbrs, ■ 5 ^ 'd«tT tnnar wfpRrf: 

3T^^|5tK, ^Tefr?, ^ci^cR, ^«NK , 

TJRl JT, RFT 37 , -q^TT, ■yit ct«tT fd^cH-dl^tP Rf 'tet 

TTeWT "ft 


:Zt^t/^ft-16] 

TI^?I ^ERR, ‘%lfdT ‘W’ (^t i ^t) 


New Delhi, the 9th October, 2007 

S.O. 3067.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
(1) ofRule 7 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, ! 987, 
the Bureau of Indian standards hereby notifies that the 
Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 


1 


tt 


> 



*• * 
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Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the 
date indicated against each: 

SCHEDULE 


SI. No., year and No. and year of Date of Establi- 

No. title of the Indian Indian Standards, shed 

Standards Established if any. Superseded 
by the New Indian 
Standard 


0) (2) _(3)_ (4) 

1. IS 3586:2007 IS 3586:1966 30 Sept 2007 

Recommendation for 

lifeboats equipment 
(First Revision) 

2. IS 4568 : 2007 18 4568:1968 30 Sept 2007 

Lifeboat Oars (wood)- 

Specification (First 
revision) 

3. IS 7451 (Part 6) : IS 7451 (Part 6) : 31 Aug 2007 

2007/ISO 2261: 1974 

1994 Reciprocating 
Internal Combustion 
Engines Part 6 Hand- 
Operated Control 
Devices -Standard 
Direction of Motion 
(First Revision) 


(1) (2) (3) (4) 


4. IS 10478 : 2007/ 

ISO 6519 : 1993 
Diesel Engines-Fuel 
Injection Pumps- 
Tapers for Shaft 
Ends and Hubs 
(First Revision) 

5. IS 14511 (Part 2) : 
2007/ISO 8984-2 : 
1993 Diesel Engines- 
Testing of Fuel 
Injectors Part 2 
Test Methods 
(First Revision) 

6. IS 15753: 2007 
Automotive Tyres- 
Tyre Curing Bladder- 
Cold Process 


IS 10478 : 1983 31 AUg 2007 


IS 14511 (Part 2) : 31 Aug 2007 
1998 


30 June 2007 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional 
Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, 
Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: TED/G-16] 
RAKESH KUMAR, Scientist ‘F’ & Head 
(Transport Engg.) 


M f^rTT, 10 37^7, 2007 


■gRr.37T, 3068.tTPTqpT (yH! u M) fsrfw? 1988 ^ (5) ^ (6) ^ 37^777^ k yiTcffa 

R'l'vSK! <4>7dl 11% kP=T fqciv j l "3^ 37Ft yf clKltsI ^ 7pF t :— 






dl§<r('H ? TRt "377 din ^ TrlT 


7^ ^774 dlfltsl 

i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

i. 

8018968 

HI #f. 

7ft-3 *hciqicm 

cidtti'l qitrl ThIHM ft'Jtdl. 

9 2007 

z 

8782302 

7j4 f^b< u l I'jf). 3fT. %., 

^.-64, #737-5, 

II-s(, «tlR^Rd, 

?f7SR, '3xUNd 

« u ll<7 c b 31^7 TT# ^’qiu) y7^ 

7 2007 

3. 

8771596 

'»ffc T T yte4<7i m % 

^-dld. 'f. 10 771^-S 3TF77 

^K7IS7 7(5, dtWlfd<4> #f, 

"3x17 

J|toMK-201 001 

*101, #7 3?k Hd*ld ^ fdU. f<4*icl1 

(168.3 3 2540 fa# yiSTt tzjitt) 

7 -R$ 2007 
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1 2 3 


4. 8771495 ktF yUTxfH TT. fk 

"FTR F. 10 TTTFH 7F£f 3TTT> k.k. 

ks, kypicb 8^, 

FtR 

T Tlf^PTMK-201 001 

5. 8671895 k. FT. "kk/Hd, 

W F. 4/49, TF^F-4, 3M afo, 
FnfkTFlF, FlfklTTK 
Fr!7 k7T 

6. 8671996 k. FT- kkTFFf, 

TTTF F. 4-49, TTlfe-74, kk. sfo, 
Hlfe<4MK, 0IP49NK, 

FF7 TkTT 

7. 8797214 kk kfg T^nffe^ FT. % 

*~9, F^-F^- kkPlT k, 

^nukd 

8. 8797315 kk kTTJ T iffin m % 

^-9,^.^. snik. kkfrr k, 
ken^, kFTI^T 


7T7FFT 3lkp5rk k IfTF $T4ld 
k TTfT 


kg ff fttfri Frrk k %f 

fkF 


250 kk? ki 16 rW1<!u cff k 
tfer FFF k %TT T^prf 3TIT kkF 

fkfa 


srreT fftff ft?t Tk f4 fff 
k fkFk k fIft 


Tk Tk ^kr k Fk 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 
5 

7 F^ 2007 


13 2007 


13 ^F 2007 


19 ^F 2007 


19 ^F 2007 


[FfokFFk/13:13] 
F k. FefFE, FT FFfFFFTT (gFO 


New Delhi, the 10th October, 2007 

S.O. 3068.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulations, 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which 
are given below have been cancelled/suspended with effect from the date indicated against each : 


SCHEDULE 


Sr. 

No. 

Licence 

No. 

Name & Address of the Party 

Title of the Standard 

Date of 
Cancellation 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 . 

8018968 

Prestige Lights Pvt. Ltd. 

C-3, Muni-ki-Reti, 

Dhalwala Industrial Area, Rishikesh, 

Tehri Garhwal 

Uttaranchal 

Tungsten filament general 
Service Electric Lamps 

9 April 07 

2 . 

8782302 

Surya Kiran Eng. Pvt. Ltd, 

Plot No. 64, Sector-5, II-E, BHEL, 

Hard war 

Uttaranchal 

Propeller type AC ventilating 
fans 

7 May 07 
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l 

2 

3 * 

4 

5 

3. 

8771596 

Gaurang Products Pvt. Ltd. 

Plot No. 10, South Side of GT Road, 
Bulandshahar Road Industrial Area, 
Ghaziabad, 

Uttar Pradesh-201001. 

Steel Pipes for water and 

Sewage (168.3 to 2.540mm 
outside Diameter- 

Specification 

/ 

7 May 07 

4. 

8771495 

Gaurang Products Pvt. Ltd. 

Plot No. 10, South Side of GT Road, 
Bulandshahar Road Industrial Area 
Ghaziabad 

Utfar Pradesh. 

Steel Tubes for Structural 
Purposes—Specification 

7 May 07 

5. 

* 

8671895 

G.F. International 

Plot No. 4/49, Site-IV, 

Industrial Area, 

Ghaziabad, Sahibabad 

Uttar Pradesh. 

Switches for domestic and 
similar purposes 

13 June 07 

6 . 

86719% 

G.F. International 

Plot No. 4/49, Site-IV, 

Industrial Area, 

Ghaziabad, Sahibabad 

Uttar Pradesh. 

Plugs and socket outlets of 

250 volts and rated current 
up to 16 amperes 

13 June 07 

7. 

8797214 

Devanshu Appliances (P) Ltd 

E-9, UPSIDC Industrial Area,Selaqui 
Dehradun, 

Uttaranchal. 

Stationary storage type 
electric water heaters 

19 June 07 

8 . 

8797315 

Devanshu Appliances (P) Ltd 

E-9, UPSIDC Industrial Area,Selaqui 
Dehradun 

Uttaranchal. 

Electric instantaneous water ■ 
heaters 

19 June 07 


[No.CMD/13 :.13] 
A. K. TALWAR, Dy. Dir. Genl. (Marks) 

^ fterTT, 10 37?^ 2007 

^>T.3IT. 3069.— ^fTCdft HM<*> (hhi^m) fafiiMH, 1988 ^ fT4R 4 ^ (5) ^ 3PJ/-RU! i( 

3Tf«Rjf^cT TO tftrftR ^ 3T3^gt 3 ^ t, 3 TOT^l ftR Tjq f : _ 

3FTTO 2007 ^ f^TT TT1T 3Fprfft 


sfTR 


< v ii$^'h) -ih cf Mm 

<13iK +1 HIO ?TOT a?rf tr^ 

4>^ 

1 

2 . 

3 

4 

5 

1 . 

7766703 

5, y i u i«0m mIhici 

^ Tft, 

wt tft wjf ft?r tnga-rf 

33T 3 ^uj')/fi;j(v<|ch|^ ^cll 

1417 : 1999 

03-08-2007 



3i6Hm«ii<t-380 008 


Z 

7768101 

< 

211-212, wfftl, 

0*H'4^4), dls ■Si’S 0-^, 

^T-395 007 

tft ft?? mgsrf ^ 
3TI'^wf/fvi(r94)l(l ^cn tft 
t0O4H 

3^1^1417 : 1999 

03-08-2007 
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2 

3 

• 

4 

5 

3. 

7768202 


Mf RR RTRt faff RTg<4f ^ 

03-08-2007 



211 - 212 , %R RlfRR RifftR, 

3TPJRRf/fVfdl9>lO RJ^RT RR* 




mI-s Os, 

■55TOR 




^-395 007 

MrS2112 : 2003 


4. 

7770084 

^d*f, 

TOf RR TOf faff Rig#* °f) 

13-08.2007 



16, M, 

3H , t : JRuiT^(<r9«t)i'0 ^J«&<ii RR 




3Tf*TTO TO TFcTT, ^R-RTRT M, 

^FR)R 




Mfr-390 003 

MRH 1417 : 1999 


5. 

7770185 

tRRRT^Id^, 

TOf RR jcrf faff Rig#* ^ 

13-08-2007 



4/15/129 64-16Rf, qjRf RTO^RR, 

33RJRRf/f?lcR'4>l(l ^RT RR 




RS# TOf-WT ife, %RH!-384 002 

■ 5 FTRR 

, 




MRH 1417 : 1999 


6 . 

7770488 

Ff 

TOf RR TOf fa$f RTR3R' c£ 

13-08-2007 



32, 3T8TC TOM RTO&fR, 

3TTgRRf/f?TcTORt RJ^cTT RR 




MTO RTO T^FT ^ TO, 

RFTRFT 




T4<9^l, 3TORTCK 

MRS 1417 : 1999 


7. 

7766497 

*rt ^ TO, 

RRRfaffFT h^hOc: 

1-08-2007 



35,fTOJR*&, fFRt TRjRT 

MRS 8034:2002 




RTE4, RFT Rt TORt Tte, 30RPK, 





3TORTRK 



8 . 

7771692 

3TTR?f w RftRg fdfH^, 

RTRfo? RTfR 

21-08-2007 



604,Rt M^f M 

5135 M 1 : 1994 




fRHFT 3TFTF388 121 






M 1 M 


9. 

7771793 


RR TOf faff RTgfaf ^ 

21-08-2007 



ii, wq to 3, 

3R^RRf/f?M4)lO ■g^RT RR 




fR3t RR TdlW R)' RTRR, 

RF 1 TOT 




W44dt RfF ^ TO, 

33lf RR 1417 : 1999 




^H4NK-382 346 



10 . 

7771894 

TO^stcEf, 

TOT RR TOf faff RTR3Tf ^ 

21-08-2007 



293,TOT^RteTOR, 

3R^RRf/%FWTR RjRTR RR 




RTRRT, 3p« 

■rfitot 





MRS 1417 : 1999 


11 . 

7771995 

•RHd 3TRRTRRT ^dO, 

'TOf RR TOf faff RTg^ff 

21-08-2007 



106-107, RR 3TRTO, RP 2 3TTfTO, 

«TT^Wf/f?ldH4)Kl ^RT RR 




^ TO, 

■RFTRFT 




TOTRRR, M M, qjRT-395 003 

SR^RR 1417 : 1999 


12 . 

7772088 

M?TRP7R RTR, 

TOf RR TOf faff ffigstf c£ 

21-08-2007 



^rt 25-26, M TORlf RTRfc, 

3R^TO’/f?T^TORf RJ^RT RR 




R^FFT M, 

gtHIRH 




%RHl-384 001 

M RR 1417 : 1999 


13. 

7773191 

^TTCf fn^nfd ^d^l, 

TOf RR TOf faff RTR3Tf fa 

28-08-2007 



■Rt/4 RPR ZTO, 

3R^Rlf/f?l'dT4irO' RJ^TcTT RR 




RRTRTO ^RRT, 

RFlfaff 




TOTTRRT^^TO, 

MrR 1417 : 1999 




TORT, 3TO^TTO-380 007 
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4 

5 

14. 

7773595 

^FwKn, TOf 

168, *Kh< 

Xmmi tz&z ^ t trt, 

31S*lW*-380 026 

Wlm4d 

VF&Z 

3H$ T £1 14220 : 1994 

28-08-2007 

15. 

7773902 

^R 1 «t>KMUVH 

1 /tft, 1 /^t, Tl#51 
isfri^Tte, 

ftfPR, %^HT-384 315 

37T t T^T 14543 : 2004 

17-08-2007 

16. 

7774294 

Tgrfmi w, 

4, 3lfa?*K 
^HF WI Tfe, 

^1-390 015 

^of -rtf to ingatf ^ 

Sinjqnif/toramt ^i« 6 dl t?4 

3fif TJS 1417 : 1999 

31-08-2007 

17. 

7774395 

HMCKfl 

2 , 910131^, T^, Wit TlftR, 

Tfe, 

ddwl, ^id-395 007 

^fuf Tj^f ^ to ^ 

STT^jff/f^TrR^jRl 

3*1$ TJR 1417 : 1999 

31-08-2007 

18. 

7774496 

*HM**4 ^<n4, 

4 /H ■&&, his41, 

^fcl-390 001 

•^T^’^to 

3ir^ ,J ii'fti<rH«hK! ^«&ai 

3l$Tm 1417 :1999 

31-08-2007 

19. 

7774597 

( 

^q*ll41 ^4<ri4, 

29, ^R^R «FF^T, 

^ 

Tte, ^Rf-395 006 

w 1 ! to * 11531 ! ^ 

3ll^u[l ; RfKrM«hi(l 

3^T3^T 1417:1999 

31-08.-2007 

20 . 

7774601 

____ a * ^ 

MW?, 

15, 7T51T2 Q512RS, 

& 1 HM Tte, *RR51, 

^El-395 006 

■pSTJf T& to VT^^Tf c£ 

3H < ^b{ult/ivi<rM°HI '<1 ‘SJSfll T?cf 
HS<WH 

3^-RR 1417 : 1999 

31-08-2007 

21 . 

7774702 

HH'tciicn cT«n c t)*H’fl, 

1164, «H*lKI W3T, 

■=n^rr, hi-W ^?Nf, 

31FRW^-380 001 

vztf w>f to * 115 ^ ^ 

■gFTT^T 

3Tlf ■Q^T 1417 : 1999 

31-08-2007 

21 

7774803 

*q4e1di 

sft^fad RRl, 

HisHKrJl 41 cT, 

^1-390 001 

T& 1*131 *115411 ^ 

^!^uif/f¥krH«blfl *j«&ai xpf 
W^vT 

3tn$T£T 1417 : 1999 

31-08-2007 

23. 

7774904 

... — . _JL .—jr 

TP3R , 

^-54,^ «W«^W, 

nwi\m, 

4fc*KMI*-380 004 

^nf T^f tol * 11531 ! ^ 

3H^4f/fi»le9«bl(l ^P^l 
pf^R 

3Hfi£l 1417 : 1999 

31-08-2007 


4114 G1/07—2 
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24. 7772795 

mi, 

6 ,^WR^ 
ftTcf Tfe, 

31SW<MK-380 025 

m 8034 : 2002 

24-08-2007 


[TTo tn-T "St/l 3:11] 


tj;. mm, (^0 


New Delhi, the 10th October, 2007 

S.O. 3069.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulations, 1988 of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of 
which are given in the following schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


Sr. 

No. 

Licence 

No. 

Licensee Name 

Product & IS No. 

Date of 

GOL 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 

7766703 

Prandeep Jewellers, 

5, Prandeep Complex, Opp. 

Gopal Tower, Maninagar 

Station Road, 

Ahmedabad-3 80008 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts- 
Fineness and Marketing 

IS 1417:1999 

03-8-2007 

2 

7768101 

Haripriya Jewellers 

211*112 Shivshakti Shopping, 
Ramchowk,Ghod Dod Road, 

Surat 395 007 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

03-8-2007 

3 

7768202 

Haripriya Jewellers, 

211-112 Shivshakti Shopping, 
Ramchowk,Ghod Dod Road, 

Surat 395 007 

Silver and Silver Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

IS 2112:2003 

03-8-2007 

4 

7770084 

Khodiyar Jewellers, 

D/16, Rajlaxmi park, 

Abhilash Char Rasta, New 

Sama Road, Vadodara 390 002 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

13-8-2007 

5 

7770185 

Vipul Jewellers, 

4/15/129/64-16 B,Suiya 

Complex, S.T. Workshop Road, 
Mehsana 384 002 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

13-8-2007 

6 

7770488 

Harsh Jewellers, 

32, Akshar Arcade Complex, 

Opp. Memnagar Fire 

Station, Navrangpura, 

Ahmedabad 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

13-8-2007 

7 

7766497 

G. K. Pumps 

35, Vishnu Estate, 

Opp. Raghunath 

Hindi School, L.B. Shastri 

Road, Bapunagar, 

Ahmedabad 

Submersible Pumpsets 
188034:2002 

1-8-2007 

8 

7771692 

Adarsh Plant Protect Ltd. 

604, G. I. D. C., Vitthal 

Udyognagar Anand, 

Anand388 121 

Hand-Rotary Duster-Parti: 
Belly-Mounted Type- 
51 35(Pt1): 1994 

21-8-2007 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

9 

7771793 

Alankar 

Block No 11, Shop No-3 

Opp. City Bus Stop 

Near Mahakali Mandir 

Saijpur Ahmedabad 382 346 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewe!lery,/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking • , 

181417:1999 

21-8-2007 

10 

7771894 

Hari Chn Jewellers 

293 SaraspurPith Bazar 

Saraspur 

Ahmedabad 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

21-8-2007 

11 

7771995 

Anant Anandasya 

Jewellers 106-107 Jay 

Arcade Nere Post Office 

Rushtampura Main Road 

Surat 395 003 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 

Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

21-8-2007 

12 

7772088 

Jayeshkumar Bab 

G.25-26, Sheth Sankabhai 

Market Station Road 

Mehsana384 001 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

181417:1999 

2;-8-2007 

13 

7773191 

Tirupati Jewellers 

G/4,Sauram Tower, 

Sambhavnath Derasar, 

Near Vasana Bus Stand, 

V asana, A hm edabad 380 007 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

28-8-2007 

14 

7773595 

V ishvakarma Engg. W orks « 

168, Shankar Estate,NR. 

Revabhai Estate, 

Amraiwadi, Ahmedabad 380 026 

Openwell Submersible 

Punipsets 

1814220:1994 

28-8-2007 

15 

7773902 

Shi vam Sales Corp 

1/C, 1/D, Rajendra Industries 

Estate, Kheralu Road, 

Visnagar, 

Mehsana384 315 

Packaged Drinking Water 

IS 14543:2004 

t 

17-8-2007 

16 

7774294 

Murjibhai Punjalal Choksi & Sons 

S B-4, Avishkar Complex, 

Old Padra Road, 

. Vadodara 390 015 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

181417:1999 

31-8-2007 

17 

7774395 

Bhagvati Jewellers 

2, Matawadi, B/S, Bhawani 

Mandir, Lambe Hanumar Road, Varachha, 
Surat-395007 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

31-8-2007 

18 

7774496 

Dhanlaxmi Jewellers 

M G Road, Mandvi, 

Vadodara -390001 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 

Jewel lery/Artefacts- Fineness 
and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

31-8-7007 

19 

7774597 

Devyani Jewellers 

29, Sardar Complex, Opp. 

Patel Samaj Wadi, Mini 

Diamond Market, Varachha Road, 

Surat 395006 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 
is 1417:1999 

31-8-2007 

20 

7774601 

Khushbu Gold Palace 

15, Samrat Appartment, 

Lambe Hanuman Road, 

Varachha, 

Surat 395006 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
jewel lery / A riei acis- F inei icm. 
and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

31-8-2007 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

7774702 

Choksi Maganlal & Co 

1164, Bandhara S Khancha 

Naka, Manekchowk, 

Ahmedabad-380001 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

31-8-2007 

7774803 

Swamalata Jewellers 

Near Haribhakti Market, 

Ghadiyali Pole, 

Vadodara-390001 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

31-8-2007 

7774904 

Rajan Jewellers 

G-54 Ghewar Complex, 

Shahibaug, 

Ahmedabad-380004 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jewellery/Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

IS 1417:1999 

31-8-2007 

7772795 

Dumex Pump 

06, Kanina Sagar Estate, 

Anil Starch Mill Road, 

Ahmedabad 380025 

Submersibls Pumpsets 

IS 80342002 

24-8-2007 


[No. CMD/13:11 ] 
A. K. TALWAR, Dy. Director General (Marks) 

^ 11 313^, 2007 

TflVBTT. 3070.-«[ffcfa ^ Wm, 1987 ^ fWT 7 ^ T^fWT (1) ^ (^) ^ 3 *TR#q 

'1FP-T ^ 3rft(^pqi <Md! 1? 3^*jq] if TfH^( offf) if tor W/%^ M f : 




HR TTTfrf 'TOffa TITO 

lim I 3Tfr 



1 2 

3 

4 

l 456 : 2000 

3,3TW2007 

31 3TH*<T2007 

3 14959 (WT 1) : 2000 

1, %TT3TC 2007 

30 ffTcfHf 2007 


' T?n ' 4 ^' ^ *n^T *n-i«h TITO W, 9 7TTF TO, *ipf,f^c#-l 10002, J&sfa 4>l4d4f : 

^ ^' ^ V7rm > : 3T gqw , wfa, tW[, 

- ;; r^> tot^, tfftt, tott, ^ -qf f^t ^ #i 


T- M, %TTfro ^ (%fe Tsniwt) 
New Delhi, the 11 th October, 2007 

S.O, 3070, --In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau o f Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian standards, particulars of which are given 
m the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 

____ SCHEDUL E __ 

No. and year of Date from which the 

the amendment amendment shall have 

effect 

3 4- 

3, August 2007 31 August 2007 

1, September 2007 _ 30 September 2007 

o opy ol the standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah Zafar 
Mar.! ;, New Delhi- ] 10002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch Offices: 
Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur. Kanpur, Nagpur Patna, Pune and 

Ihiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: CED/Gazette] 
A. K. SAINI, Scientist ’P & Head (Civil Engg) 


Si. No. and year of the 

No. Indian Standards 

2 

1 . 45672000 

2 14959(Part 1):200! 
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9TRTT^ tWlK 4^ldM 

M fa#, 24 2007 

W.31T. 3071.— 3? l rilP l <$ ft|« n q StfafWT, 1947 (1947 
^RT 14) # «fRT 17 % if, *R*bK MFRf ri^TTC 

Pm faiforaif 3fo<R% «n4^itl* 

% sfjstst ^ PtR^i 3fbcftpR> fan*? if 

3^fei)P|«b 3Tf^qj<W?R R. n,^'ft[c^P% T T^i2 (^pf 

27/2005) # ^cft t, # %5#q ■HT35TC # 

24-9-2007 # 3JT<r§aTT 8?T I 

[R XT?( 40012/6/2005-371$ 3TR (#^) ] 
fy?, 3iftiohi(i 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 24th September, 2007 

S.O. 3071.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 27/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum 
Labour Court No. II, New Delhi now as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam 
Limited and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 24-9-2007. 

[No. L-40012/6/2005-IR (DU)] 
SURENDER SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCXJM- 
LABOUR COURTH, 

NEW DELHI 

R N. Rai, Presiding Officer 

LD. No. 27/2005 

In the matter of: 

Shri Satyavir, 

S/o Shri Rattan Singh, 

Vill: Banchari, 

The Hodal Distt. Faridabad (Haryana). 

Versus 

1. The Jr. Engineer (Telephones), 

BSNL, 

Hassanpur, Tehsil Hodel, 

Faridabad (Haryana). 

2. The Sub-Divisional Officer (Telephones), 

BSNL, 

Hassanpur, Tehsil Hodel, 

Faridabad (Hary ana). 


3. The District Manager/Central Manager (Tel ), 
BSNL, 

Sector: 16, Faridabad, 

Faridabad (Haryana). 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-40012/6/ 
2005-IR (DU) Central Government dt. 8-4-2005 has referred 
the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder: 

“Whether the action of the Management of BSNL 

Faridabad in terminating the services of Shri Satyavir 

S/o Shri Rattan Singh, Phone Mazdoor 

w.e.f. December, 2002 is just and legal ? If not, to 

what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

The workman applicant has filed claim statement. In 
the claim statement it has been stated that the workman 
was engaged and appointed by the management as daily 
wager mazdoor and phone mechanic in the year lg97. In 
the beginning of the service career of the workman, the 
workman was working with the Management No. 2 and 
later on, approximately three years, the workman worked 
with theManagement No. 1. 

That the nature of the work, the workman performed 
the duties, picking material for repair of telephones and 
repair and telephone instruments alongwith rectifying the 
lining fault of the telephone lines etc. After keeping in view 
of the knowledge of all fields the management kept the 
workman as daily wager as telephone mechanic. 

That the work and conduct of the workman remained 
quite satisfactory and during the service tenure not even 
a single adverse remark and complaint against the workman. 
The workman performed his duties with sincerity and 
dedication and to the satisfaction of his superiors. 

That besides this the management has never given 
to the workman any appointment letter, pay slip and other 
service details required and mandatory under the service 
rules as well as labour laws. Wages were used to give by 
their other subordinates like J.E., Lineman etc. Even 
sometimes, the workman was paid lesser wages from the 
minimum wages fixed by the Central Government under the 
established law. 

That the management never gave service benefits to 
the workman according to scheme during the employment 
even remaining in a lengthy period in the employment of 
the respondent/management. 

That it is very surprising that the workman was 
terminated from the service in the month of December 2002 
by the management without any fault of the workman 
instead of releasing the scheme under Central Service Rules 
treated him a temporary' w orker and then regular from the 
service. The workman was also not paid the earned wages 
for the month of November, 2002. 
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That on this illegal termination no show cause notice 
has been issued and nor given any opportunity of being 
heard. Neither tire workman was asked for any explanation, 
no charge sheet was given nor any enquiry was conducted. 
The management has not even complied with the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act 
1947. 

That the managements have no right to snatch the 
bread from the workman without any fault of the workman 
especially without any of his fault and the respondent/ 
managements have no right to put the workman under the 
dark of starvation on humanitarian grounds also. It is illegal, 
unlawful and arbitrary on the part of the management and 
the said illegal termination unthoughtful. ultra-vires the 
constitution and violation of the principles of natural justice 
and the workman lias legal right to reinstatement with full 
back wages and continuity of his services. 

That the workman had completed more than 240 days 
in a year of continuous service and the w orkman is entitled 
to serve with the managements on the same post as the 
vacancy on which the workman was serving, is still existing 
moreover and the managements is not entitled to terminate 
the services of the workman in such arbitrary manner and 
the managements manner and the managements had 
violated the mandatoiy provisions of Section 25-F, 25-G 
and 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 which is clearly 
against the principles of natural justice and law. 

That not only this, after illegal termination of the 
sendee of the workman, the workman continuously 
appeared before the managements and requested them to 
allow him to join his duties but the management did not 
allow the workman. Having no option, the workman served 
a demand notice dated 4-9-2004 calling upon the 
respondent/management to reinstate the workman but no 
fruitful result came out. The respondent/management have 
not reinstated and even not given any reply to the workman 
till date. Hence this petition is being instituted before your 
goodself. 

The Management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has been stated that the reference itself 
is bad in law inasmuch as the workman is not a workman of 
the Management within the definition of the “workman” 
under Section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
The appropriate Government has not applied its mind while 
referring the alleged dispute for adjudication to this Honhle 
Tribunal under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, therefore the reference made by the appropriate 
Government is bad in law. 

That the workman was neither engaged nor recruited 
by the management nor i s he a member of service nor any 
appointment letter was issued, nor his services were 
terminated by the Management. Hence, the workman has 


no locus standi to raise any industrial dispute and. therefore, 
also the reference made by the appropriate Govt, is bad in 
law. 

That the Statement of Claim and the references are 
not maintainable inasmuch as the same are not accompanied 
by an Order/Letter of alleged termination on the basis of 
which the workman has tried to raise tins frivolous Industrial 
Dispute. 

That there exists no employer-employee relationship 
between the workman and the management and therefore 
no Industrial Dispute is maintainable between them. 

That in view of the judgement of the Hon*ble Supreme 
Court of India in the case of All India Railway Parcel and 
Goods Porters Union Versus Union of India reported in 
(2003) IISCC, 590 wherein it was held that the burden of 
proving the claim of continuous working rests on the 
claimants and for which they are required to furnish 
concrete proof and reliable documents whereas in the 
instant case the workman was failed to substantiate that 
he was ever appointed in the Management's Institution. 

That in view of the judgement of the Honhle Supreme 
Court of India in the case of UP SEE Versus Hydro Electric 
Union reported in 2002 (10) SCC, 417 wherein it has been 
held that entitlement to a post can be determined only on 
the touchstone of relevant rules or on the basis that he is 
discharging such functions whereas in the present case, 
the workman has not fulfilled any of the eligibility 
conditions for appointment in the Management 
Organization. 

That in view of the judgement of the Honhle Supreme 
Court of India in the case of State of Himachal Pradesh 
Versus Suresh Kumar Verma reported as JT 1996(2) SC 455. 
it has been held that appointment of Daily Wages basis is 
not an appointment to a post according to the rules and 
cannot gfve any protection to re-engage such person in 
any work or to appoint him/her against the existing 
vacancies. Therefore also, assuming without admitting that 
if the workman had worked on some day he is not entitled 
to any relief from this Hon’ble Tribunal 

The workman has also failed to produce any such 
proof of employment and without substantiating even the 
basic relationship of employer-employee the present 
reference has been made mechanically without any 
application of mind. It would be pertinent to mention herein 
that due to ban on the recruitment since 1985 by the 
Government of India, no recruitment has been made in the 
Management department since then and the said petty' 
works of the department are being carried out on contract 
basis. Therefore a petty' contractor can neither bv any 
stretch of imagination nor under position of law be an 
employee of the Management department. 

ft is denied that in the nature of work, the workman 
performed the duties, either picking material for repair of 
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Telephones or Telephone instrument or rectifying the lining 
fault of the telephone lines as alleged. It is further denied 
that after keeping in view of the knowledge of any field, the 
management ever kept the workman as daily wages as a 
Telephone mechanic. 

It is submitted that since the workman was never 
appointed by the Management, the question of giving him 
any appointment letter, pay slip or other service details 
required and mandatory under service rules or labour laws 
does not arise. It is therefore misconceived to allege that 
the wages were ever given by other subordinates like J. E. 
Lineman etc. There is also no question of any legal 
necessity to be performed by the subordinates with respect 
of the alleged handing over the wages to the workman. In 
view of the aforesaid, it is further misconceived to allege 
that sometimes, the workman was paid lesser wages from 
the minimum wages fixed by the Central Government under 
established law. It is further misconceived to allege that 
the Managements kept the unfairness of labour practice 
attitude with the workman. 

It is denied that the workman was either ever 
terminated from the service in the month of December, 
2002 by the Management without any fault of the workman 
or that instead of releasing the scheme under Central Service 
Rules ever treated him a temporary worker or ever thereafter 
regular from the service. It is further misconceived to allege 
herein that the workman was not paid the earned wages for 
the month of November, 2002. The workman is put to strict 
proof of the averments alleged in the para under reply. It is 
reiterated that since the Management never appointed the 
workman, the question of termination of his services does 
not arise. It would be important to reiterate that the workman 
herein has neither ever been recruited as per the recruitment 
rules and no appointment letter has ever been issued to 
him nor has been governed by the Civil Services Rules nor 
any attendance was required to be marked by him in the 
attendance register as it is done by the other regular 
Government employees. 

It is misconceived to allege herein either that the 
Management has no right to snatch the bread from the 
workman without any fault of the workman especially 
without any of his fault or that the respondent/management 
have no right to put the workman.under the dark of 
starvation on humanitarian grounds. It is submitted herein 
that the Management cannot proceed merely on 
humanitarian ground but is bound to act within the 
parameters of. the prescribed rules and regulations. It is 
further submitted that as there has neither been any 
appointment nor there has been any termination of service 
by the management there is no question of any illegality, 
unlawfulness or arbitrariness on the part of the 
Management or the alleged termination either illegal or un¬ 
thoughtful or ultra-vires against the Constitution or 
violation of any principle of natural justice. It is further 


misconceived to allege that the workman has any legal 
right for any reinstatement with any back wages or any 
continuity of service. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In the . 
rejoinder the workman applicant has reiterated the 
averments of his claim statement and has denied most of 
the paras of the written statement. The management has 
also denied most of the paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard argument from both the sides and perused the 
papers on the record. 

From perusal of the pleadings of the parties the 
following issues arise for adjudication: 

1. Whether there is employer-employee 
relationship between the management and the 
workman and the workman has worked for 240 
days in each year from 1997 to December, 2002 ? 

2. Whether the workman is entitled to 
reinstatement ? 

3. To what amount of back wages the workman is 
entitled ? 

4. Relief if any? 

ISSUE NO. 1: 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
he was engaged by the management no. 2 in the beginning 
and later on approximately after three years the workman 
worked under management no. 1. The management no. 2 is 
Sub-Divisional Office (Telephones), Hassanpur, Tehsil 
Hodel. The management no. 1 is Jr. Engineer (Telephones) 
BSNL, Hassanpur, Tehsil Hodel. The workman was engaged 
as daily wager as telephone mechanic. His services were 
terminated in 2002 by the management and he has not been 
paid one month’s pay in lieu of notice and retrenchment 
compensation. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the applicant is not a workman and the government 
has sent reference mechanically without application of 
mind. The workman was neither engaged nor recruited by 
the management. He has no locus standi to raise any 
industrial dispute. The reference is bad in law. There is no 
employer and employee relationship between the 
management and the workman. 

It was further submitted that it has been held in 2003 
IISCC 590 that burden of proving the claim of continuous 
working rests on the claimant. He should furnish concrete 
proof and reliable documents in support of his case. 

It was further submitted that it has been held in 2002. 

(10) SCC 417 that entitlement to a post can be determined 
on the basis of relevant rules. 
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It was further submitted that the Hon ’ble Apex Court 
in JT1996 (2 SC) 455 has held that the appointment of daily 
wager is not an appointment to a post accordingly to the 
rules and cannot give any protection to engage such 
person in any work. Even if the workman had worked on 
some days he is not entitled to any relief. 

It was submitted that due to ban on recruitment since 
1985 by the GOI, no recruitment has been made by the 
management since then and the petty work of the 
department are being carried out on contract basis. The 
petty contractor cannot by any stretch of imagination or 
any position of law can be an employee of the management. 

The applicant is a workman u/s 2(s) of the ID Act, 
1947 as he has allegedly discharged manual duties. He is 
not a Supervisor. Manual duties have been taken from him 
so he is a workman u/s 2 (s) of the ID Act, 1947. 

It is true that the workman has to prove his averment 
by cogent documents. It is settled law' that if the workman 
has worked for 240 days continuously in a year he cannot 
be retrenched without payment of compensation for 15 
days for even' completed year and one month’s pay in lieu 
of notice. 

(2002) 10 SCC 417 and JT 1999(2 SCC) 455 are not 
applicable in the instant case. Even a daily wager w'ho has 
worked continuously for 240 days is entitled to 
retrenchment compensation and one month’s pay in lieu of 
notice. There appears to be no merit in the argument of the 
management. 

The management can no doubt engage daily wagers. 
There is no prohibition for the same but prior to termination 
of the services of the daily wager it is mandatory on the 
management to make payment of one month’s pay in lieu 
of notice and retrenchment compensation. If the 
management fails to do so the workman is entitled to 
reinstatement/compensation. 

MW 1 has admitted that the workman worked initially 
in 1997 only for a short period. He has further stated that 
he does not remember the period for which he was engaged 
as per the records. 

MW 1 has categorically admitted the engagement of 
the workman and it is the duty of the management to 
maintain records. The workman is not expected to maintain 
the records of the management. 

MW 1 has further admitted that he does not remember 
the exact amount of remuneration of the workman however, 
he was paid on daily wages. MW1 has admitted that the 
workman was engaged for the work like digging, cleaning, 
sweeping etc. 

Thus, MW1 has clearly admitted the engagement of 
the workman. In case the management has engaged the 
workman for short period those documents should have 


been filed on the court record. The management has 
deliberately concealed the relevant documents. 

MW1 has further admitted that the workman was 
engaged in Hodel Department, SDO whenever required. 

The workman has filed Gate Passes from 1994 to 2002. 
He has signed the gate passes and SPM has signed the 
Gate Passes. On some of the Gate Passes there is seal of 
SPM, Hodel. The SPM Hodel has signed the Gate Passes. 

It was submitted by the management that the Gate 
Passes B-41 to B-56 cannot be a proof of continuous 
working of a workman. The workman cannot get the 
documents regarding the payments as it is in the custody 
of the management. 

The case of the management is that he was engaged 
for a short period. It was the duty of the management to file 
those documents. In case engagement is admitted the 
burden shifts on the management to prove that engagement 
was for a short period. No such documents have been 
produced. The workman has filed photocopies B-51 to 
B-61 regarding the duties performed by him. The 
management has not denied these photocopies. These 
photocopies also indicate that the workman worked up to 
2002. The workman has filed document B-61 to B-67 in 
respect of the duties assigned to him by one Shri Dharamvir. 
B-67 is letter dated 02-09-2002 of Shri Dharamvir Sharma, 
Incharge, Telephone Center, Hassanpur, Distt. Faridabad. 
This letter has been sent to the SHO, Hassanpur. It has 
been stated .that while the workman Satvir was repairing 
telephone no. 71903 he was beaten by the Jitan S/o Nathyal 
Halwai. This letter also indicates that the workman worked 
under the control and guidance of Shri Dharamvir Sharma, 
Incharge, Telephone Center, Faridabad. Shri Dharamvir 
Sharma has given him several duties as it is evident from 
the directions issued by him. It has been signed by him. If 
Shri Dharamvir Sharma was not the Incharge at the relevant 
period the management should have filed the certificate to 
that effect. It is not sufficient to state by the witness that 
he does not know Shri Dharamvir Sharma, Incharge. 
Telephone Center, Faridabad. If he was not the Incharge 
then the management should have certified the same. 

Sh. Dharamvir Sharma, Incharge has assigned the 
work to the workman applicant and he has sent information 
to the Police Station regarding the fact that the workman 
was beaten while he was repairing a line. In the 
circumstances it was necessary to produce Sh. Dharamvir 
Sharma, Incharge. Incase Sh. Dharamvir Sharma. Incharge 
was not the Incharge at that time there must be some other 
Incharge. He should have been produced by the 
management. The management has not produced any such 
witness. A witness has been produced who has deposed 
on the basis of the record. It has not been specifically 
mentioned in the affidavit of this management that 
Shri Dharamvir Sharma, Incharge was not Incharge at that 
time. In the facts and circumstances of the case it is to be 
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believed that Sh. Dharamvir Sharma, Incharge was 
Telephone Incharge at that time and he has assigned the 
duties to the workman and he has written complaint to the 
Police Station. 

It is settled law that the workman has to prove his 
case on the basis of cogent documentary evidence. 
Averments of the affidavit/oral evidence is not sufficient. 
In the instant case the workman has filed documents 
regarding his engagement. The management witness has 
admitted his engagement. It is admitted tp the management 
that petty contractors are engaged. If he was a petty 
contractor then there would be some contract for payment. 
No such contract paper has been filed. So it is held that the 
workman was engaged as daily wager by the management 
and there exists employer-employee relationship between 
the management and the workman and he has performed 
240 days work in the each year i.e. 1998,1999,2000,2001 
and 2002. 

This issue is decided accordingly. 

ISSUE NO. 2: 

It was submitted from ihe side of the bank that 
reinstatement is not the only relief in all the cases of illegal 
termination. Section 11A of the ID Act, 1947 provides for 
payment of compensation also. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
compensation is payable in cases where an undertaking 
has become sick or it has been closed or it is in economic 
loss. It has not been established that the bank is in economic 
loss and it is a sick Industry. 

In 2000 LLR 523 State of UP and Rajender Singh the 
Hon’ble Apex Court ordered for reinstatement with full 
back wages as the services of the daily wager cleaner who 
worked for 4 years was dispensed with without following 
the procedure for retrenchment. In the instant case also no 
retrenchment compensation has been paid. This case law 
squarely covers the instant case. 

It has been held in 1978 Lab IC 1668 that in case 
service of a workman is terminated illegally the normal role 
is to reinstate him with full back wages. 

In AIR 2002 SC 1313 the Hon’ble Supreme Court has 
held that daily wager even if serving fen a short period 
should be reinstated. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that in 
the instant case Sections 25F, G of the ID Act are attracted. 
In Section 25 of the ID Act it has been provided that if a 
workman has performed 240 days work and if the work is of 
continuous and regular nature he should be given pay in 
lieu of notice and retrenchment compensation. 

It has been held by the Hon’ble Apex Court that 
there is no cessation of service in case provisions of Section 
25 F are not complied. In the instant case no compensation 
has been paid to the workman. 


In case a workman has worked for 240 days in a year 
and the work is of continuous and regular nature he should 
be paid retrenchment compensation. In case retrenchment 
compensation is not paid Section 25F of the ID Act is 
attracted. There is no cessation of his services. He is 
deemed continued in service in the eye of law. In case 
there is breach of Section 25F the service is continued and 
reinstatement follows as a natural consequence. 

ID Act, 1947 has been enacted to safeguard the 
interest of the workmen belonging to poor segment of 
society. It appears that legislature wanted that such 
workmen should not be harassed unnecessarily so Section 
25F, U, T and Clause 10 of the Vth Schedule have been 
enacted. The objects and reasons of ID Act, 1947 show 
that the respondent management should not be permitted 
to indulge in any unfair labour practice. The workmen should 
not be engaged for years and then they should be removed 
all of a sudden. There is provision of retrenchment 
compensation for removal. Retrenchment compensation is 
for compensating them so that they can survive long 
interregnum of unemployment. In the instant case no 
retrenchment compensation has been paid. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the Honble Apex Court in 2006 (4) Scale has put down 
a complete ban on regularization and reinstatement. The 
Horfble Apex Court has held that employment can only be 
made on the basis of procedure established in that behalf 
envisaged by the Constitution. Equality of opportunity is 
the hallmark and the Constitution enshrines, affirmative 
action to ensure that unequals are not treated equals. So 
public employment should be in terms of constitutional 
scheme. 

It was further submitted that the Constitution Bench 
Judgement has afforded a right according to which the 
government is not precluded from making temporary 
appointments or engaging workers on daily wages. 

The Hon'ble Apex Court has not declared the 
provisions of ID Act un-constitutional. The Government 
has got no license to make always appointment of daily 
wagers and to continue them for life time. Fixed term tenure 
appointments and temporary appointments cannot be the 
rule of public employment At the time of making temporary 
appointments Articles 14, 16, 21, 23, 226 and 309 are 
infringed. There is no constitutional mandate that the 
government is at liberty to go on giving fixed term 
appointments for the entire tenure of service of an 
employee. 

No such Article of the Constitution has been pointed 
(tot under which the Government or Public Sector units 
can continue incessantly to give temporary and fixed term 
appointments again and again. Since fixed term 
appointments and temporary appointments are not 
governed by any constitutional scheme, such 
discrimination will amount to vicious discretion. The 
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Government of Public Sector unit will go on resorting to 
the method of pick and choose policy and give temporary 
and ad hoc appointments to their favorites and thus the 
principles of equality enshrined in the constitution will be 
given a go bye. Such is not the intent of the Hon'ble Apex 
Court. However, in this judgment the provisions of the ID 
Act governing the services of the workman have not been 
declared un-constitutional. Reinstatement is the remedy 
provided in the ID Act for breach of several provisions 
enumerated therein or for breach of service rules provided 
in various labour welfare legislations. 

Section 11 A of the ID Act stipulates that in case the 
Tribunal is satisfied that the order of discharge or dismissal 
was not justified, it may, by its award, set aside the order of 
discharge or dismissal and direct reinstatement of the 
workman on such terms and conditions, if any, as it thinks 
fit or give such other relief to the workman including the 
award of any lesser punishment in lieu of discharge or 
dismissal as the circumstance of the case may require. 
According to this benign provision this Tribunal has the 
authority to set aside the order of discharge or dismissal 
and reinstate the workman on the terms and conditions as 
it thinks fit. 

The Hon'ble Apex Court in 2006 (4) Scale has not 
annulled Section 11 A of the ID Act. The judgement cited 
by the management is not applicable in the facts and 
circumstances of the case. 

.Reinstatement should not be misconceived as 
regularization. By the order of reinstatement the status quo 
ante of the workman is restored. He is given back wages in 
order to compensate him for his illegal dis-engagement. 
This is a special remedy provided in ID Act and it has not 
been annulled and set aside by any judgement of the Hon'ble 
Apex Court. The provisions of the ID Act are still 
constitutional and they are to be given effect too. 

The management is at liberty to engage daily wagers 
but at the time of termination of their services they have to 
comply with the provisions of Sections 25 F, G & H of the 
ID Act. 1947. It is not valid to engage daily wagers and to 
remove them after taking work for 4-5 years. Section 25 F 
postulates one month’s pay in lieu of notice and 
retrenchment compensation. 

It has been specifically held in (2006) 4 SCC 1, Uma 
Devi's case as under: 

‘ Secondly, an ad hoc or temporary employee should 
not be replaced by another ad hoc or temporary employee; 
he must be replaced only by a regularly selected employee. 
This is necessary to avoid arbitrary' action on the part of 
the appointing authority, 

The Hon'ble Apex Court also prohibits to replace an 
ad hoc employee by another ad hoc employee. 

The Hon'ble Apex Court has held that once a 
workman has been engaged as daily wager or ad hoc 
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employee he should be replaced by a regularly selected 
employee. It is not the case of the management that this 
workman was replaced by a regularly selected employee. 
Thus, the management has committed breach of the 
directions of the Hon'ble Supreme Court as well as Sections 
25 F, G & H of the ID Act, 1947. 

In case the workman is reinstated with back wages 
- the respondents have every right, after payment of back 
wages and reinstatement, to retrench him validly following 
the principles of first come last go so that Sections 25, G & 
H of the ID Act are not violated. 

In view of the law cited above and the facts pertaining 
in this case, the workman is entitled to reinstatement. This 
issue is decided accordingly. 

ISSUE NO. 3 

It was submitted by the management that payment 
of full back wages is not the natural consequence of the 
order of discharge or dismissal being set aside. It has been 
held in (2003) 6 SCC 141 that it is incumbent upon the 
labour court to decide the quantum of back wages. 

It has been further held in this case that payment of 
back wages having discretionary- element involved it is to 
be dealt with the facts and circumstances of the case. No 
definite formula can be evolved. 

It has been further held in this case that payment of 
back wages in its entirety is the statutory sanction. In (2003) 

4 SCC 27 the Hon'ble Apex Court held that in view of delay 
in raising the dispute and initiating the proceedings back 
w ages need not be allowed. In the instant case there is no 
delay at least on the part of the workman in raising the 
dispute. 

In 1978 Lab IC 1968—three Judges Bench of the 
Hon'ble Apex Court held that payment of full back wages 
is the normal rule. In case services have been illegally 
terminated either by dismissal or discharge or retrenchment, 
in such circumstance the workman is entitled to full back 
wages except to the extent he was gainfully employed 
during the enforced idleness. In the instant case the 
workman was always ready to work but he was not 
permitted on account of invalid act of the employer. 

In 2005 IV AD SC 39—three Judges Bench of the 
Honb'le Apex Court held that reinstatement with full back 
wages is justified. In this case the workman has performed 
more than 240 days work and he has been retrenched 
without payment of compensation and pay in lieu of notice. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that reinstatement is not the only remedy. In such cases 
the workman may be given compensation. Section 11 A of 
the ID Act, 1947 provides that in case of dismissal or 
discharge is found illegal reinstatement should be ordered. 

It has been held in a catena of cases by the Hon'ble Apex 
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Court that reinstatement with full back wages is the normal 
rule. The statute provides for reinstatement. In certain 
exceptional cases where the undertaking has been closed 
down or it has become sick there may be order for payment 
of compensation. 

The workman is a manual worker. He is not a skilled 
workman. The workman has not disclosed the source of 
his livelihood during the period of his unemployment. It is 
true that he is not employed in any establishment still he 
must be doing some manual work for his subsistence. The 
workman has been illegally removed by the management 
after continuous working of 5 years. 

In the facts and circumstances of the case the 
workman is entitled to 25% back wages only. 

This issue is decided accordingly. 

ISSUE No. 4 

The workman applicant is entitled to reinstatement 
w.e.f. December, 2002 along with 25% back wages y 

The reference is replied thus: 

The action of the Management of BSNL Faridabad 
in terminating the services of Shri Satya Mr S/o Shri Rattan 
Singh, Phone Mazdoor w.e.f. December, 2002 is neither just 
nor legal. The management should reinstate the workman 
applicant w.e.f. December, 2002 alongwith 25% back wages 
within two months from the date of the publication of the 
award. 

The award is given accordingly.' 

Date: 19-9-2007. R N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

fce#, 24 2007 
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New Delhi, the 24th September, 2007 
S.O. 3072.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 28/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, New Delhi as Shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 24-9-2007. 

[No. L-40012/4/2005-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN ADCUM- 
LABOURCOURT-H, NEWDELHI 

PRESENT: 

R. N. Rai, Presiding Officer 
I.D. No. 28/2005 

Sh. Sanjay Kr. Tyagi ...1st Party 

Sh. Rakesh Kr. Singh ... Ilnd Party 

In the matter of: 

Shri Praveen Kr. Tyagi, 

S/o Late Shri Brij Nandan Tyagi, 

Vill.&Post:Barana, 

Distt & Tehsil: Panipat, 

Panipat (Haryana). 

Versus 

1. The General Manager (Telephone), 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, 

Kamal (Haryana) 

2. The Sub-divisional Officer, 

0/0 The S.D.O. Operation Division, 

Huda, Sector 25, 

Panipat (Haryana) 

AWARD 

The Ministry- of Labour by its letter No. L-40012/4/ 
2005-IR(DU) Central Government Dt 5-4-2005 has referred 
the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder: 

“Whether the action of the management of BSNL. 
Karnal in terminating the services of Shri Praveen 
Kumar S/o Late Shri Brij Mohan a daily mazdoor 
w.e.f. 2-11-2002 is just and legal ? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled to ?” 

The workman applicant has filed statement of ciaim. 
In the statement of claim it has been stated that the workman 
was serving with the management as daily rated mazdoor 
in the office of the management Operation Division, BSNL, 
Huda, Sector-25, Panipat w.e.f. 1-10-2001 to 1-11-2002 
continuously. During his tenure of the services, the work 
of the workman upto the entire satisfaction of his superiors 
and the management never raised any complaint against 
the workman. The workman performed his duty with hard 
work every time. 

That as usual the workman w-as present on his duty- 
on 2-11-2002 in his office at Operation Division, Huda, 
Sector-25, Sonipat, but the SDO i.e. the representative of 
the management did not allow the workman to perform his 
duty and illegally terminated the services of the workman 
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without issuing any prior notice nor conducted any 
domestic inquiry in arbitrary manner and when the 
w orkman asked the representative of the management that 
under which circumstances his services is being terminated, 
the representative of the management did not give any 
cause or reason and stated that the services of the workman 
is no more required further and directed to leave the 
premises of work. 

That the workman had completed more than 240 days 
of continuous service and the workman is entitled to serve 
with the management on same post, as the vacancy on 
which the workman was serving, is still in existence 
moreover and the management is not entitled to terminate 
the services of the workman in such arbitrary manner and 
the management had violated the mandatory provisions of 
Sections 25 F, G and H of the ID Act, 1947 which is clearly 
against the principle of natural justice and law. 

That not only this, after the illegal termination of the 
services of the workman, the workman continuously 
appeared before the management and requested them to 
allow- him to join his duty but the management did not 
allow the request of the workman. Having no option, the 
workman sent a legal demand notice on dated 23-12-2002 
to the management with the copy of the demand notice to 
the Labour-cum-Conciliation Officer, Faridabad and the 
same was served upon the management but instead, the 
management argued before the Conciliation Officer, 
Faridabad by their false and fabricated written statement 
dated 2-5-2003 and the conciliation could not meet between 
the parties before the Conciliation Officer, due to which the 
Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour/Shram Maritralaya 
referred the matter for adjudication to this Hon’ble Tribunal 
vide t’ ,;ir order dated 5-4-2005. Hence the present statement 
of claim. A copy of the demand notice is annexed as 
Annexure-A. 

That due to illegal termination the workman is 
unemployed even till now. 

The management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement n has been stated that the reference is 
bad in law inasmuch as the claimant is not a workman of 
the management within the definition of the “workman” 
under Section 2 (s) of the ID Act, 1947. The appropriate 
Government has not applied its mind while referring the 
alleged dispute for adjudication to this Hon’ble Tribunal 
under Section 10 ofithe ID Act, 1947, therefore, the reference 
made by the appropriate govervment is bad in law. 

That the claimant was neither engaged nor recruited 
by tile management nor he is a member of service nor any 
appointment letter was issued, nor his services were 
terminated by the management. Hence, the claimant has no 
locus standi to raise any industrial dispute and, therefore, 
also the reference made by the appropriate government is 
bad in law. 


That the statement of claim and the references are 

not maintainable inasmuch as the same are not accompanied 

by an Order/Letter of alleged termination on the basis of 
which the claimant has tried to raise this frivolous Industrial 
Dispute. 

That there exists no employer-employee relationship 
between the claimant and the management and therefore 
no Industrial Dispute is maintainable between them. 

That in view of thejudgment of the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court of India in the case of All India Railway Parcel and 
Goods Porters Union Vs. Union of India reported in (2003) 

11 SC 590 wherein it was held that the burden of proving 
the claim of continuous woiking rests on the claimants and 
for which they are required to furnish concrete proof and 
reliable documents whereas in the instant case the claimant 
has failed to substantiate that he was ever appointed in the 
management’s institution. 

That in view of thejudgment of the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court of India in the case of U.P. SEB Vs. Hydro Electric 
Union reported in 2002 (10) SCC 417 wherein it has been 
held that entitlement to a post can be determined only on 
the touchstone of relevant rules or on the basis that he is 
discharing such functions whereas in the present case, the 
claimant has not fulfilled any of the eligibility conditions 
for appointment in the management organization. 

That in view of thejudgment of the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court pf India in the Case of State of Himachal Pradesh Vs. 
Suresh Kumar \ferma reported as JT 1996 (2) SC 455, it has 
been held that appointment of daily wages basis is not an 
appointment to a post according to the rules and cannot 
give any protection to re-engage such person in any work 
or to appoint him/her against the existing vacancies. 
Therefore, also assuming without admitting that if the 
claimant had worked on some day, is not entitled to any 
relief from this Hon’ble Tribunal. 

It is specifically denied that the claimant was serving 
with the management as daily rated mazdoor in the office 
of the management Operation Division, BSNL, Huda, 
Sector-25, Panipat w.e.f. 1-10-2001 to 1-11-2002 
continuously. He is called upon to produce the letter of 
appointment. The claimant has also failed to produce any 
such proof of employment even before the Conciliation 
Qfftcer. And without substantiating even the basic 
relationship of employer-employee the present reference 
has been made mechanically without any application of 
mind. It is however submitted herein that the said claimant 
was actually a petty contractor and some of the petty works 
of the department were entrusted to him on contract basis 
and the payments were made to him on the completion or 
the said works unde the contract. It would be pertinent to 
mention herein that due to ban on the recruitment since 
1985 by the Government of India, no recruitment has been 
made in the management department since then and the 
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said petty works of the department are being carried out on 
contract basis. Therefore, a petty contractor can neither 
by any stretch of imagination nor under position of law be 
an employee of the management department. It is further 
that either during any tenure of his service, the claimant 
upto the entire satisfaction of his superiors and the 
management never raised complaint against the claimant 
or that the claimant performed his duty with hard work 
every time. It is however, submitted that since the claimant 
herein was never appointed by the management the 
averments alleged by the claimant in the para under reply 
are out of place and the question of his work and conduct 
being satisfactory during the period of employment does 
not arise at all. The claimant is called upon to produce the 
records maintained by him as alleged showing his 
satisfactory work and conduct. The management reserves 
its right to file proper reply to the said averment if the 
claimant produces such documents. 

It is denied that either the said claimant was present 
on his duty on 2-11-2002 in his office at Operation Division. 
Huda or the said SDO did not allow him to perform his duty 
or illegally terminated his services without any prior notice 
or the representatives of the management did not give any 
cause or reason or stated that the serv ices of the claimant 
is no more required or directed to leave the premises of 
work. It is reiterated that since the claimant herein was only 
a petty contractor and not a claimant, the question of 
termination of his services does not arise. It is further 
reiterated that the claimant was entrusted only with some 
of the petty works on contract basis and payments were 
made to him accordingly. It would be pertinent to mention 
herein that all the employees recruited in the management 
department as per the recruitment rules are paid off their 
respective salaries on acquaintance rolls (salary register) 
whereas the payment to the claimant has been made on 
simple receipt for the works carried out by him. It would be 
important to reiterate that the claimant herein neither ever 
been recruited as per th$ recruitment rules no appointment 
letter has ever been issued to him nor has he been governed 
by the Civil Services Rules nor any attendance was required 
to be marked by him in the attendance register as it is done 
by the other regular government employees. It is further 
submitted that SDO is not the competent appointing 
authority' and as such he is not authorised to terminate 
services whatsoever. It is further submitted that as the 
claimant was merely a petty' contractor, the question of 
serving of chargesheet or any domestic inquiry against 
him does not arise. It is, therefore, submitted that the 
allegation of his termination is hypothetical and concocted. 
A copy of the details of the payment made to the claimant 
herein with respect to the said petty' contract is herewith 
annexed as Annexure R/l. 

It is denied that the claimant has either completed 
240 days of continuous serv ice or is entitled to serv e the 
management on the same post or that the management has 


ever violated the mandatoiy provisions of Section 25F, G 
& H of the ID Act, 1947 or that any act whatsoever is 
against the principles of natural justice and law. Rest of the 
allegations made by the claimant in the para under reply 
are the repetition made in the claim, therefore, the; 
corresponding replies are reiterated herein for this purpose. 
It is however submitted that the claimant has worked for 
altogether 93 days during the period from 1-11-2001 to 
31-8-2002 on petty- contract basis for petty jobs assigned 
to him for which the payments have been made to him 
under different rates as per the details annexed along with 
this reply as Annexure R/l, therefore, the question of 
completion of 240 days of service does not arise as the 
said w ork w as only on need basis only on verbal contractual 
system. It is further submitted that the question of violation 
of the provisions of Section 25 F, G & Hof the ID Act, 1947 
docs not arise at all as the claimant herein is not covered 
under the provisions of the ID Act, 1947. It is further 
submitted that as there has been no appointment nor there 
has been any lernunation of service by the management, 
there is no question of any illegality or contravention of 
any principle of natural justice. Therefore, it can be 
concluded that the claimant cannot invoke any of the 
provisions of the ID Act. 1947 since he was working as 
petty contractor and the verbal contract stood automatically 
cancelled on the completion of the work. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In the 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard argument from both the sides and perused the 
papers on the record 

It was submitted from the side of the w orkman that 
he was engaged as daily rated in the office of the 
management w e.f. 1-10-2001 and he w orked continuously 
upto 1-11-2002. He has completed 240 days continuous 
service and he is entitled to reinstatement u/s 25 F of the 
ID Act. 1947. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the claimant was neither engaged nor recruited by the 
management He was given petty job and payment to him 
was made for the months he worked. He has not completed 
240 days service. 

It is settled law that the workman has to prove that 
he has worked continuously for 240 days. The workman 
applicant has filed photocopies of the attendance sheet. 
These photocopies indicate that the workman applicant 
has worked in October. 2001, November, 2001, December, 
2001. Jan., 2002 and for some days in February; 2002. Thus, 
the workman applicant has worked only for five months. 
The other photocopies of attendance sheet indicate that 
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he was absent thereafter. Thus, the workman applicant has 
worked approximately for 135 days, if the photocopies of 
attendance sheet is taken into account. 

He has filed certificate of SDO, paper no. B-37 and it 
has been shown that he worked as a Clerk from 1 -10-2001 
to July, 2002. This certificate is contradictory to the claim 
statement and attendance sheet. In the attendance sheet 
he has been shown as labour whereas the SDO has issued 
certificate for Clerk. The workman applicant has filed no 
other documents to prove that he has worked continuously 
for 240 days. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workman has worked for 93 days and he has 
worked against assignments on special occasions. The 
management has made payment to him as expenditure for 
specific jobs. It appears that some specific job has been 
given to the workman applicant and he has performed those 
jobs and the workman applicant has received the amount 
for the job done. 

It is settled law that burden is on the workman 
applicant to prove by cogent documentary' evidence that 
he has worked continuously for 240 days. The management 
has admitted that he has worked for 93 days. He has 
performed specific job for 93 days and payments to him 
have been made for the said specific job. 

• Payments made to the applicant show that he has 
been paid for the different jobs at different times. Those 
jobs have been mentioned in payment vouchers. 

The management has admitted that the workman has 
worked for 93 days and the documents regarding payment 
made to the workman applicant have been filed. The 
workman has been paid Rs. 1250 on 10-9-2002, Rs. 1250 on 
7-9-2002, Rs. 1600 on 16-5-2002 to 21-5-2002, Rs. 900 on 
1-3-2002 to 9-3-2002, Rs. 1300 on 16-2-2002 to 28-2-2002, 
Rs; 1500 on 16-11-2001 to 30-11-2002 and Rs. 1550 for the 
period from 1-11-2001 to 15-11-2001. These payments 
indicate that specific job was assigned to the workman 
applicant and the workman applicant performed that jobs 
with the help of the others and payments sometimes twice 
in the same month have been made to the applicant. 

From perusal of the photocopies of attendance sheets 
it transpires that the workman has worked for complete 
4 months and he has worked for 15 to 20 days in the 5th 
month. According to the attendance sheets the workman 
has not performed more than 135 to 140 days. The workman 
has not filed any other document to show that he has 
worked for 240 days or more. The workman has failed to 
prove that he has worked continuously for 240 days, so he 
is not entitled to any relief as claimed by him. 

The law' cited by both the parties are not applicable 
in the facts and circumstances of the present case. 


The reference is replied thus: 

The action of the management of BSNL, Karnal in 
terminating the services of Shri Praveen Kumar S/o Late 
Brij Mohan a daily rated mazdoor w.e.f. 2-11-2002 is just 
and legal. The workman applicant is not entitled to get any 
relief as prayed for. 

The award is given accordingly. 

Date: 14-9-2007 R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

M fevvft, 24 2007 
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New Delhi, the 24th September. 2007 

S.O. 3073.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 124/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum 
Labour Court, Lucknow as show n in the Anncxure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Telecom Department and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
24-9-2007. 

[No. L40012/85/2004-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH,' Desk Officer 

ANNEXERE 

E 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRffiUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
LUCKNOW 

PRESENT , 

Shrikant Shukla, Presiding Officer 
I.D. No. 124/2004 

Ref. No. L-40012/85/2004-IR(DU) Dated 29-10-2004 
BETWEEN 

Sh. Shailendra Singh 
S/o Ram Naval Singh, 

Village Meheva Kunwar, 

PostHareria, Distt. Basti. 

AND 
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The Telecom District Manager, 

Telecom Deptt., BSNL 
Bahraich 

The Chief General Manager, 

Telecommunication Hast Lucknow/ 

The Principal General Mgr. 

Pee Key Bhawan 
Lucknow 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi referred the following dispute no. L-40012/85/2004- 
IR (DU) dt. 29-10-04 for adjudication to the Presiding Officer, 
CGIT-cum-Labour Court Lucknow: 

“Whether the action of the management of BSNL, 
Bahraich in terminating the services of 
Shri Shailendra Singh S/o. Shri Ram Naval Singh 
daily wager w.e.f. 31 -7-2001 is legal and justified ? If 
not to what relief the workman is entitled V 

Worker’s case in brief is that he joined his services 
as daily wages/casual labour (IV post) August 1998 and 
since then he has been working on the said post and has 
worked for more than 340 days of service in the preceding 
years. It is alleged th„: the Telecom District Manager, 
Bahraich terminated the services of the worker w.e.f. 
31-7-2001 without any valid reason and in violation of 
provision of Section 25F of the l.D. Act. It is also alleged 
that the workman was not given any notice compensation 
in lieu of his services. It is also alleged that juniors to the 
workman have been retained and continue to work whereas 
the worker's services has been terminated violating the 
provision of Section 25 G of the ID. Act. It is also submitted 
that opposite party has engaged new workmen thus the 
opposite party has violated the provision of Section 25 H 
of the ID Act It is also alleged that the workman is entitled 
for rcgularisation and to get temporary 7 status. The worker 
has accordingly prayed for reinstatement w ith payment of 
w ages for entire period of sen ice and further prayed to 
direct to the ppposite party to provide temporary status to 
the worker with further consequence of regularisation in 
regular establishment and also to provide bonus as the 
w orker has been deprived of the said benefit. 

Worker has filed photocopy of the following 
documents: 

1. Letter of-SDO Nanpara. Bahraich dt. 13-6-01 
regarding regularisation of casual labour 
alongwith profonna paper Nos. 5/14. 15,15A. 

2. Memodt. 18-7-2000 granting temporary 7 status 
to some workers paper no. 5/17. 

, 3. Copy of aw ard dt. 23-11-2000 betw een A.R 

Tewari and General Manager. Telegraph Deptt.. 
Lucknow 


4. Letter the date of which is not legible of Dy. 
GM (Admn.) to Asstt. Director General, BSNL, 
New Delhi regarding regularization of casual 
labours alongwith list paper Nos. 5/22 to 5/25. 

Opposite party has filed written statement disputing 
the claim of the workman and has alleged that the worker 
was never appointed in any capacity in the department of 
the opposite party at any point of time, therefore, there 
arises no question of alleged termination of his services 
* w.e.f. 31-7-01 and thus arises no question of having 
completed 240 days service preceding his alleged 
termination. It is submitted that the opposite party has its 
Service Rules and Recruitment Rules and all appointments 
are made strictly in accordance with the prescribed rules. 
In so far as the engagement of the worker on daily wages is 
concerned it is submitted that there was a complete ban on 
the engagement of resh casual labourers/daily wagers in 
the department w.e.f. 12-6-88. It is submitted that letter dated 
13-6-01 of the claim statement is false and fictitious 
document and appears to have been issued under 
extraneous considerations to provide illegal benefits to 
the worker by the SDE without having any authority to 
engage any casual labour. It is well settled law that any 
document or certificate issued by any incompetent 
authority has no bearing in the eyes of law. It is also 
submitted that earlier the department of opposite party 
had engaged casual labours on muster-roll, however, after 
putting ban on engagement of casual labours/daily 
wagers w'.e.f. June 1988 which was later on again circulated 
in Feb. 1999 no fresh labour has been engaged on the 
muster roll. It is further submitted that those labourers 
who were earlier working on muster-roll and were covered 
under grant of temporary' status and regularization scheme 
have been granted temporaiy status. The case of the worker 
does not fall within that category because he was never 
engaged by the department in any capacity. Regarding the 
award passed in favour of Anurag it has no bearing in the 
eyes of law in the present case. It is alleged that worker 
was never engaged nor had ever worked therefore he is 
not entitled for grant of any benefit under the temporary 
status scheme. It is further submitted that after creation of 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd. w.e.f. Oct. 2000, the opposite 
party has acquired the status of an autonomous body and 
has its separate legal entity. It is also submitted that worker 
was never appointed or engaged in the opposite party in 
any capacity either in August 1988 or subsequently, 
therefore, no question arises for any alleged oral termination 
order w.e.f. 31-7-01 being passed against him or violation 
of any of the provisions of l.D. Act, 1947 by the opposite 
party. Worker is therefore not entitled to any relief. 

Worker has filed rejoinder in which he reiterated the 
fact stated in statement of claim. However, in para 5 page 3 
of the rejoinder the worker has stated that he has been 
w orking in the department since 1997 with the hope that 
his services w'ould be regularised. In para 5 page 5 of the 



8900 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)| 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 20,2007/AS VINA 28.1929 


rejoinder it is further stated that it is matter of fact that the 
worker has been working in the department as a casual 
labourer since 1997 and getting wages. In para 7 of the 
rejoinder the fact has been reiterated that the worker has 
been working since 1997. 

Worker has examined himself. 

Opposite party has filed affidavit of Sri Ram Charan 
Divisional Engineer, HQ in the Office of Telecom, Bahraich. 
The witness has filed 20 annexures of the BSNL regarding 
SDE Sri Dukhenti Prasad, SDE regarding recovery of various 
amounts. 

On 18-9-06 the cross examination of Sri Ram Charan, 
DE was adjourned to 22-11 -06 but on 22-11-06 worker and 
his representative remained absent and therefore 29-1-07- 
fixed for argument. On 30-3-07, on the application of the 
worker the representative of the worker was allowed 
permission to cross-examine Divisional Engineer Sri Ram 
Charan at the cost of Rs. 200 but the worker did not pay the 
cost nor appeared for cross-examination or argument. 

The representative of the opposite party has filed 
the written argument. 

Heard representative of the opposite party and 
perused the evidence on record. 

Worker has stated in his examination in chief on 
20-4-06 that he worked as casual labour in Door Sanchar 
Vibhag, Bahraich w.e.f. 1-4-98 to 1-6-01. He has further 
stated that on 31-7-01 without any reason and without 
payment of salary for one month, opposite party stopped 
taking work. He has further stated that he has worked for 
more than 240 days in every calendar year. He has further 
stated that his work was to joint cables, digging pits, loging 
cables and maintaining batteries and exchange. He has 
further stated that he was getting Rs. 1000 and SDO use to 
pay him after obtaining the signature on the ACG-17. Later 
on his salaiy was increased Rs. 1500. He has stated that 
SDO was Sri A K Sawhney under him he was working. 

In the cross-examination he has stated that his name 
was not forwarded by the Employment Exchange instead 
he himself went for service. He has denied any notification 
in the newspaper. He has stated that he has not taken any 
technical training. He has also stated that he did not get 
any appointment letter nor he was given written orders for 
working on different places. He has further stated that he 
used to receive wage slips on further question he stated 
that wage slips are with the department. He has admitted 
that he has not filed any certificate regarding his 
appointment alongwith statement of claim. 

It is pertinent to mention here that in the statement 
of claim at para 4.2 worker has stated that he was engaged 
as casual labour in August 98 but when he appear for 
evidence on 20-4-06 he has stated that his date of 
engagement is 1-4-98. It is also pertinent to mention here 


that in the rejoinder the worker has stated at many places 
that he has been working as casual labour since 1997. In 
the circumstances it is difficult to believe that the w orker 
own testimony that he was engaged by the opposite party 
on particular date. It is also pertinent to mention here that 
worker is graduate. He is not illiterate similarly the worker 
has stated in statement of claim that he was terminated on 
31-7-01 but the his statement in court he has stated that he 
worked upto 1-6-01. Thus the worker is not trustworthy. 

The Divisional Engineer Sri Ram Charan in his 
affidavit stated that department has sufficient number of 
different category of employees already available in the 
regular establishment who are discharging their duties 
efficiently and no extra work or extra post is available or 
vacant in the department at district Bahraich, therefore, 
there arises no question of claimant engagement as daily 
wager or casual labour. It is further stated in that in the year 
1998 no vacancy was ever notified either in the newspaper. 
Employment Exchange or notice board. Therefore, there 
arises no any question and engagement of claimant as 
daily wager/casual labour as claimed by him. Sri Ram Charan 
has stated that the worker was neither appointed by the 
opposite party' to any class IV post nor he was engaged as 
daily wager in 1998 as claimed by him. 

Divisional Engineer Sri Ram Charan has specifically 
stated in para 6 of the affidavit that there was a complete 
ban on the engagement of fresh daily wagers/casual labours 
in the department w.e.f. June 1988, therefore, there arises 
no question of engagement of the worker as daily wager/ 
casual labour as claimed by him. He has further stated that 
there exists no master and servant or employee and employer 
relationship between the opposite party and workman and 
there arises no question of having worked in the department. 
It is specifically stated that worker being a stranger to the 
department can not be taken into employment. Since the 
worker has not worked a single day in the establishment 
then the question of working of 240 days does not arise. 
He has further stated that SDE was not competent to engage 
any daily wager/casual labour unless approved by the 
competent authority. He has specifically stated that SDE 
was not a competent authority and authorised officer to 
engage any person on daily wage basis. In case he has 
prepared some fabricated document showing engagement 
of some labours to give some undue benefit to them and 
his kith and kin, and also showing engagement of the worker 
and other persons as having worked as daily wager/casual 
labours, the deponent emphatically stated that the same 
are fabricated and manufactured documents. It is further 
stated that department imprest book does not contain names 
of labour etc. while claiming reimbursement on this count 
except expenditure, if any incurred on this count. Therefore, 
taking advantage to this SDE tried to get the expenditure 
reimbursed through imprest book which was found to be 
irregular, false and fabricated. It is further stated that such 
imprest book submitted by SDE showing fictitious payment 
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to the labours were under strict scrutiny and audit by the 
Accounts Officer of the opposite party and having found 
the same to be fabricated and ficitious and being falsely 
prepared to earn undue money from the department by 
irregular means, notices were issued to said SDE for 
recovery of disallowed amount from them. Photocopy of 
such recovery orders against the SDE as Annexure SA-1 
toSA-20. 

Sri Ram Charan has further stated that daily wager 
casual labour has no right to post Continuation or 
regularization even without availability of work or post. 

There is no question to disbelieve the testimony of 
Sri Ram Charan, Divisional Engineer, therefore, I come to 
the conclusion that the feet stated by Sri Shailendra Singh 
about engagement and termination are false. I also come to 
the conclusion that the document purported to be letter 

13- 6-01 paper No. 5/14 to be not genuine. 

I also come to the conclusion that there is no master 
and servant, employer and employee relationship between 
the parties. Therefore there is no question of termination 
of Sri Shailendra Singh w.e.f. 31-7-01. Issue answered 
accordingly against the workman. Workman is not entitled 
for any relief. 

Lucknow SHRIKANT SHUKLA, Presiding Officer 

14- 9-2007 
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New Delhi, the 24th September, 2007 
, S.O. 3074. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
2/101/2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cumrLabour Court No. II, Mumbai as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Bank of Baroda and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 21-9-2007. 

[No. L-12011/106/2000-IR (B-D)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. H AT MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

A.A. Lad, Presiding Officer 


Reference No. CGIT-2/101 of 2000 

Employers in relation to the Management of 

The Assistant Manager, 

Bank of Baroda, 

18th Floor, Stock Exchange Building, 

Dalai Street, Mumbai-400001 ... First Part}'. 

AND 

Their Workman, 

The Joint Secretary, 

Bank of Baroda Employees 
Trade Union Congress, 

Flat No. 3,79, 

Hindu Colony, Dadar, 

Mumbai-400014 ... Second Party' 

APPEARANCE 

For the Employer : Mr.LancyD’Souza 

& Mrs. Merlyn B. D’Souza, 
Advocates 

For the Workman : Mr. M. B. Anchan, 

Advocate 

Date of Reserving Award: 28 th March, 2007 
Date of Passing of Award 1:26th July, 2007 
AWARD PART-I 

The matrix of the facts as culled out from the 
proceedings are as under: 

The reference is sent to this Tribunal by the Under 
Secretary of Central Government, the Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour by its Order No. L-12011/106/2000/IR 
(B-II) dated 12th October, 2000 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to 
decide: 

“Whether the action of the management of Bank of 
Baroda, Mumbai, in dismissing the service of 
Smt.. Asha Chanderkant Shenvi is justified and 
proper? If not, then what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

2. To support the subject matter involved in the 
reference 2nd Party filed Statement of Claim at Exhibit 7 
stating and contending that the concerned person 
Smt. Asha Chanderkant Shenvi is a Member of the Second 
Party Union which is affiliated to INBEF/INTUC. The 1NBEF 
is registered under the Trade Union Act, 1926 and is 
functioning in the Banking sector. She was on permanent 
roll of employment of the 1st Party. She started working 
with 1st Party as a Clerk-cum-Cashier in its C.P Tank Branch 
from 14-12-1983 and served for 8 years on that post as a 
permanent employee. Initially she worked in the Saving 
Bank Department and thereafter transferred to Prathna 
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Samaj Branch in the same Department where she was 
assigned work of Dispatch Clerk from August, 1990. 

3. While she was working as a Dispatch Clerk she 
had to look after the collection of Government forms. She 
was doing the work of Dispatch Clerk with the help of a 
Peon and one officer. According to Union as a matter of 
practice if someone is absent the 2nd Party Workman, 
involved in the reference, was asked to look after the work 
of the said absentee employee. In fact in her absence w ork 
of Dispatch Clerk was done by the Peon of the said 
Department. The Union further states that the 1st Party is 
a Nationalized Bank and has its registered office at the 
address mentioned in the title and more than 100 employees 
are working in the said office. The employees working with 
the 1st Party are governed by the Service Rules and the 
provisions of Chapter V-B of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 applicable to the employees of the Bank. 
Concerned workman was discharging her duties diligently 
and punctually. 

4. On 5th July, 1991 said Workman was put under 
suspension during pendency of the enquiry. She was issued 
charge sheet dated 8-2-1992. The allegations'of 
misappropriation of an amount of Rs. 31,721.50 were leveled 
against the concerned workman under Clause 19.5(j) of the 
Bipartite Settlement dated 19th October, 1996. The said 
charge was denied by the concerned workman vide her 
reply dated 24th February, 1992. Since 1st Party found that 
the said explanation was not satisfactory, the Disciplinary' 
Authority' appointed Enquiry' Officer to conduct an enquiry' 
on the charges leveled against concerned w orkman. Shri 
R.C. Almeida was appointed as an Enquiry Officer. Enquiry' 
was held and Enquiry Officer submrlted report holding 
workman as responsible and guilty of the charge of 
misconduct leveled against the concerned workman under 
Clause 19. 5(j)ofthe Bipartite Settlement dated 19th October, 
1996. According to 2nd Party Union, the enquiry conducted 
against the concerned workman was not fair and proper. 
She was not given the documents on which 1st Party relied 
to conclude and hold the 2nd Party' workman guilty’ of the 
charges leveled against her. Besides Enquiry Officer did 
not allow her to be represented by her Advocate. Even the 
Enquiry Officer failed to consider her case that she was 
not paid the subsistence allowance during the period of 
her suspension and erred in holding the 2nd Party Workman 
guilty even in the absence of the payment of the 
subsistence allowances, which was required to be paid 
during the pendency of the enquiry. According to 2nd 
Party Union, Enquiry Officer has not given fair and proper 
opportunity' to the 2nd Party Workman to participate in 
the enquiry. The Enquiry Officer did understand the 
procedure of the Dispatch Department and even did not 
follow proper procedure and help guiding 1st Party to lead 
the evidence to favour the 1st Party and convict the 
concerned workman. His finding was perverse and was 


not on the basis of the e vidence lead by the 1st £arty. Even 
appeal made by the concerned workman before the 
Disciplinary Authority was turned down without giving 
any reason. So it is submitted that enquiry be vitiated and 
Findings given by the Enquiry Officer be declared not 
declared proper and given without following proper 
procedure. The Union also states that the decision taken 
by the 1st Party to terminate the services of the concerned 
workman is vague and the perverse finding is required to 
set aside with directions to 1st Party to reinstate her with 
benefits of back wages and continuity of service. 

5. This prayer is disputed by 1st Party by filing 
Written Statement at Exhibit 9 making out a case that fair 
and proper opportunity was given to the concerned 
workman to participate in the enquiry. Before imposing the 
punishment, her explanation was called. Full opportunity' 
was j»iven to the concerned workman to participate in the 
enquiry with the help of his representative who has 
sufficient experience in conducting enquiries of this type. 
Full opportunity was given to the concerned workman 
and her representative to take part in the enquiry and 
participated in it. It is stated by the 1st Party that enquiry 
was conducted fairly and properly by following principles 
of natural justice. It is also stated that the finding given by 
the Enquiry' officer is on the basis of the evidence lead 
before him and has sound grounds. It is denied that enquiry 
was not fair and proper. It is denied that, finding given by 
Enquiry Officer is perverse. It is denied that fair and proper 
opportunity' was not given to the concerned workman. It is 
contended that the 2nd Party' Workman herself initially 
decided to be represented through one Shri Pradeep Joshi, 
the Secretary' of the Union, as her Defence Representative 
and thereafter by one Shri T.H. Naidu who was the General 
Secretary' of her Union. The decision taken by the Enquiry' 
Officer for not allowing the concerned workman to be 
represented through her Advocate was the decision relying 
on the rules and regulations. So it is submitted that the 
enquiry' conducted was fair and proper and the findings 
given on it are not perverse. So it is submitted that the 
decision taken on the basis given by the Enquiry Officer of 
termination issue and looking the nature of the misconduct 
leveled on the concerned workman is just and proper. 

5. In view of the above pleadings my Ld. Predecessor 
framed the Issues at Exhibit 12. Out of them Issue No. 1 is 
on the point of enquiry' and Issue No. 2 is on the point of 
perversity of the findings which I answer as follows: 


Issues 

Findings 

Whether the domestic inquiry conducted 

Yes 

against the workman was as per the 


principles of natural justice? 


Whether the findings of the Inquiry 

No 

Officer are perverse? 
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REASONS 

Issue Nos. 1 & 2: 

6. 2nd Party Union comes out with a case that the 
concerned workman by name Smt. Asha Chanderkant 
Shenvi was working with the 1st Party. Initially she worked 
in the Savings Bank Account Department of the 1 st Party 
at their C.P. Tank Branch and then she was transferred to 
its Prathna Samaj Branch in Savings Bank Account Branch 
and was assigned the work of Dispatch. She worked for 8 
years and was suspended during pendency of the enquiry 
on the allegations of misappropriation of an amount of 
Rs. 31,721.50. Charge of misconduct under Clause 19.5{j) 
of the first Bipartite Settlement dated 19th October, 1996 
was leveled against the 2nd Party. According to 2nd Party 
Union the charge sheet was given by the 1st Party. Then 
enquiry was initiated. According to 2nd Party Union, 
enquiry conducted was a farce and it was not conducted 
fairly, properly and by following proper procedure.The main 
ground of the 2nd Party is that the concerned workman 
was not permitted to be represented through Advocate 
and finding is perverse. Whereas 1st Party made out case 
that just opposite to it, saying that, enquiry was fair and 
proper. Opportunity was given to the concerned workman 
to participate in the enquiry through her representative 
who was quite competent having much experience in that 
field. The finding given by the Enquiry Officer is on the 
basis of the evidence lead before him. He rightly observed 
concerned workman guilty of misconduct. 

7. Second Party Workman in her affidavit filed in lieu 
of the examination-in-chief at Exhibit 16 narrated all the 
facts. In the cross she admits that: 

“9. It is correct I had received charge sheet dated 
8-2-92 and that I was given opportunity to give my 
say to that charge sheet. It is correct my DR was 
Mr. Joshi who was then Secretary of Bank of Baroda 
Employees Trade Union Congress. It is correct said 
Joshi had represented many employees in the 
domestic inquiry. It is correct later-on I had engaged 
DR Mr. J.H. Naidu, who had also represented 
employees in the domestic inquiry earlier. It is correct 
said Naidu conducted many matters before the Courts 
on behalf of the Union. 

10. It is correct bank had examined two witnesses 
and they were examined in my presence and my DR. 
It is correct bank had given me opportunity to 
produce my witnesses. Witness volunteers, my 
witnesses whom I was to examine were employees of 
the bank and that bank had brought pressure upon 
them. It is correct inquiry officer had summoned the 
witnesses whom I intended to examine. It is correct 
E.O. was bank officer. Not correct to say that I depose 
false that bank had pressurized my witnesses. 


11. It is correct inquiry proceedings Exhibit 13/9-64 
bears my signatures and that of my DR. It is correct 
I had received copies of the documents relied by the 
management. Not correct to say that bank had given 
me inspection of all documents. 

12. It is correct that I received.copy of the inquiry 
officers report and I was given opportunity to give 
say on that. It is correct bank had given me show 
cause notice on the proposed punishment. It is 
correct I was given personal hearing alongwith my 
D.R. It is correct I was given opportunity to assail 
the order of the Disciplinary Authority. It is correct 
my appeal was rejected by the authority.” 

In the said-cross, concerned workman admits that 
every page of the enquiry proceedings bears her signature 
and she received copies of documents relied by the 1st 
Party. Even she admits, she received copy of the enquiry 
proceedings and its report and opportunity' was given to 
her to submit her say on it. Even she admits that fair 
opportunity was given, show cause notice on the 
punishment was also given. She also admits that personal 
hearing was given to her alongwith her D.R. in the appeal. 

8. Thereafter concerned workman closed her 
evidence by filing pursis at Exhibit 17 on the point of 
fairness of the enquiry and perversity of the findings. 
Against that, 1st Party lead evidence by filing an affidavit 
in lieu of the examination-in-chief at Exhibit 18 of one of its 
employee Mr. Robipn C. Almeida who worked as an 
Enquiry Officer in the enquiry of the concerned workman 
and recorded evidence as well as gave finding on the 
enquiry. In the cross he states that the 2nd Party demanded 
assistance of legal assistance of her Advocate but he 
rejected that request. He states that except job rotation 
registers, all other documents were produced and made 
available to the concerned workman. He admits that 
investigation report was demanded by the concerned 
workman which was not made available. He also admits 
that he did not know whether the concerned workman 
demanded Green vernacular postage sheet voucher sheet 
and it was not produced by the 1st Party When question 
was put before the Enquiry' Officer that, whether Exhibits 
MES-land MES-2 were obtained from her by giving threats 
on which he replied that, initially concerned workman did 
not complain about those documents but after tw o months 
she made a complaint alleging that those documents were 
taken from her by force and when enquired from her, what 
type of force was used to \< hich she was unable to reply. 
Even enquiiy officer unable to pin point how she was 
concerned to write like that he also states that he referred 
the matter to the Senior Investigating Officer and even he 
passed remarks as per Exhibit A containing in red ink. 1st 
Party closed evidence by filing pursis at Exhibit 23. 2nd 
Party submitted written arguments at Exhibit 59 with a copy 
of decision of our Hon’ble High Court m Writ Petition 
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No 2404 of 1991 (Bank of Baroda Vs. Prabhakar S/o 
Baburao Bokde and Anr.). Whereas 1st Party filed written 
submissions at Exhibit 61 with number of Xerox copies of 
citations at Exhibit 62 as follows: 

1. Cipla India Ltd. Vs. Ripu Daman Bhanot & Anr. 
1999 1CLR1077—SC 

2. K.G. Mhaiskar Vs. Bank of Maharashtra 1997II 
CLR page 73 Bombay High Court 

3. Harinarayan Srivastav Vs. United Commercial 
Bank & Anr.—1997II CLR 16—SC 

4. Vijay Kumar Nigam Vs. State of M.P. & Ors. 
1997 (2) LLN585—SC 

5. Tata Oil Mills Co. Ltd. Vs. Their Workmen 
1964 (9) FLR142—SC. 

6. Laffons India Pvt. Ltd., Vs. Pancham Singh 
Rawat and Anr. 2002 III CLR p. 916 Bom. H.C. 

7 Mahindra & Mahindra Ltd. Vs. Vijay Damodar 
Mehta & Ors. 20031 CLR 998 Bom. H.C. 

9. This is the first round of this litigation where we 
have to decide the point of fairness of the enquiry as it is 
to be noted that, serious charge of misconduct, which falls 
under Clause 19.5(j) of the First Bipartite Settlement dated 
1 9th October. 1996. of misappropriation of Rs. 31,721.50 is 
leveled against the concerned Workman. She admits that, 
the charge sheet was served upon her and she replied to it. 

It is also a matter of record that, she participated in the 
enquiry through her representative. It is also admitted fact 
'hat. the witnesses were cross examined by defence 
representatives of the concerned Workman, Main 
grievance of the concerned Workman is that, she was not 
permh ed to be represented through an Advocate. If we 
peruse the cross examination of the concerned Workman 
which is reproduced above, from there we find that, she 
admits that opportunity was given to her to participate in 
the enquiry with her representative who was Secretary of 
ihe Bank of Baroda Employees Trade Union. She also stated 
(hat. her said representative represents employees in the 
domestic enquiries also. She also admits that initially she 
engaged Mr Naidu who was General Secretary of Union 
and was capable to represent her. She also admits that 
sufficient opportunity was given to her by the Enquiry’ 
Officer io lead evidence and cross examine the witnesses, 
i • ven she admits that. Enquiry Officer gave opportunity to 
examine Iter witnesses and those were employees of the 
Bank. Site admits that, the Enquiry Officer summoned the 
witnesses but from the records it appears that, they did 
not turn up in favour of the concerned Workman. So I 
think, the griev ance of the concerned Workman that, she 
was not permitted to be represented through Advocate 
and (he witnesses called by her did not appear before the 
!"• liquify Officer to defence her case has no meaning as in 
! hat case Inquiry Officer cannot do anything. 


10. Besides, if we consider that, by not allowing 2nd 
Party Workman to be represented through her Advocate 
would lead to conclude that, fair opportunity was not given 
to her ? Here, in the cross-examination referred above, of 
the concerned Workman, reveals that, she was represented 
initially by Union representative Mr. Pradeep Joshi and 
then by Shri Naidu who were having sufficient experience 
to participate in the enquiries in such type of cases and 
they actually did. As far as caliber and qualifications of 
representatives who appeared for the concerned Workman 
is concerned, there is no doubt about them. Naturally the 
question arises, why concerned Workman is banging on 
non-availability of Advocate in the enquiry when she was 
represented by qualified Union representatives? No case 
is made out by the concerned Workman in that manner to 
show absence of Advocate affects the enquiry and it 
affected on it. It is not shown by which vacuum and blank 
benefit was given by the Enquiry Officer to conclude against 
her ? No explanation is given or nothing is quoted how not 
granting permission to her to be represented through her 
Advocate affect on her enquiry and if that facility might 
have been given to her to engage the Advocate how it 
helps her in such an enquiry? The ruling on which the 2nd 
Party placed reliance is of Writ Petition No. 2404 of 1991 
(Bank of Baroda Vs. Prabhakar S/o Baburao Bokde). In that 
no such a similar situation arose. In that case (Supra) there 
were allegations of cheating, conspiracy and fraudulent 
activities at the hands of the concerned workman. Those 
allegations were of criminal nature. Whereas in the instant 
case charge of misappropriation of Rs. 31,721.50 is leveled 
against the concerned Workman. But it is not made out in 
what way said citation will help the concerned workman to 
come out from the charges as shown in the above referred 
case (supra)'? Moreover, he was represented by Union 
and qualified trade Union representatives who were not 
only the Union leaders but had lot of experience in 
conducting enquiries of this type. When that facility was 
available then why she should insist to have an Advocate ? 
When first Party is not represented by an Auvocate, which 
may call as an equivalent rights with equal pow'er and 
strength, u'hen first Party was represented by legal 
representative then why concerned Workman require help 
of a legal representative and Counsels? No specific case is 
made out. Nothing is pointed in what manner the presence 
of the Advocate may make difference in conducting this 
ty pe of enquiry? The decision given by the Apex Court on 
which 1 st Party relied published in SLR 1963-64(XXV) F.J.R. 
page 88 SC while deciding case of Sur Enamel and Stamping 
Works Ltd. Vs. Their Workmen observed that, the domestic 
enquiry in the misconduct cannot be said to have been 
properly held unless (i) the Workman proceeded against 
has not been clearly informed of the charges leveled against 
him, (ii) his witnesses are not examined, (iii) fair 
opportunity’ is not given to the Workman to cross examine 
the witnesses, (iv) fair and proper opportunity' is not given 
to Workman to examine Witnesses including himself in his 
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defence, if he so wishes and (v) the enquiry officer records 
his findings without reasons. In the instant case all these 
five points are there in the enquiry and this enquiry cannot 
be observed not fair and proper. Then decision of Apex 
Court while deciding case of (Cipla Ltd. & Ors. Vs. Ripu 
Daman Bhanot& Anr.) published in 19911 CLRpage 1077 
where Apex Court observed that, merely because assistance 
of an advocate to defend was not granted to Workman, 
does lead to conclude that, the enquiry was not fair and 
proper. Even our Hon'ble High Court while deciding the 
case of K.G. Mhaiskar Vs. Bank of Maharashtra published 
in 1997IICLR page 73 observed that, if the legally trained 
representative represents the Workman, is sufficient to 
conclude that, fair and proper opportunity was given to 
the Workman to represent in the enquiry. In the case of 
Harinarayan Srivastav Vs. United Commercial Bank & Anr. 
published in 1997 IICLR page 16 Apex Court observed 
that, only because permission to defend by an Advocate 
in the enquiry is refused it does not mean that, enquiry is 
not fair and proper and has violated the principles of natural 
justice. I do not find any reason to rely on the citation 
Supra produced by the 1st Party published in 1997(2)L.L.N. 
page 585 [Vijay Kumar Nigam (dead through LRs) Vs. State 
of Madhya Pradesh & Anr.], (Tata Oil Mills Co. Ltd. Vs. 
Their Workman) published in 1964(9) FLR page 142 SC), 
(Laffons India Pvt. Ltd. Vs. Pancham Singh Rawat & Anr. 
published in 20021 CLRpage 998. So from all this I find that 
fair and proper opportunity was given to the concerned 
workman to participate in the enquiry which was 
represented by qualified representatives and conclude that 
the enquiry was fair and proper. 

11. As far as finding of the Enquiry Officer is 
concerned 2nd Party is insisting to concluding finding 
perversity. I am unable to point out why I should conclude 
that the finding is perverse? The annexure of the 1st Party 
with Exhibit 13 and some of its pages are not readable and 
the proceedings of the Inquiry Officer relied is also not 
readable. 

12. If we peruse the findings at Exhibit 49, from 
internal page 154 it is narration of the enquiry as to in what 
manner it happened. The examination-in-chief of the 
concerned workman is from internal page 160 and then 
from internal page 164 is finding where he pointed out that 
foreign mail posted was mentioned in wrong addresses, 
wrong alphabetic, wrong PIN Code with intention to 
mislead Bank. One Mr. Sawle was examined before the 
Enquiry Officer on that point to confirm it who in the cross 
this explained before the Enquiry Officer how he noticed 
the discrepancies in the postage account and shown the 
entries made in the register. Allegations regarding increase 
of outward foreign mail were entered in the postal register 
to misappropriate the Bank amount on the allegations of 
affixing die postal stamps on the charge of increase to the 
outward mail made in the outward register are justified and 
discussed by the Inquiry Officer from internal pages 1 to 4. 


So all this will not permit anybody to conclude that the 
finding is perverse or has no basis or is beyond the facts 
available before the Enquiry Officer. 

13. So if we consider all, coupled with evidence 
available with the Enquiry Officer I conclude that the 
enquiry is fair and proper and finding not perverse. 
Accordingly I answer the above Issues to that effect and 
passes the following order : 

ORDER 

(a) Enquiry is fair and proper; 

(b) Finding not perverse 

,(c) Both parties to appear in this Reference on the 
point of quantum of punishment. 

Mumbai, A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

26th July, 2007 

M 26 ftrer«r<, 2007 ’ 
m3ir. 3075. —atefriro fro; stfaPm, 1947 (1947 
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("tT. 16/1999) "5?! 

25-9-2007 VTCT Tg3TT «TT I 

[*T. T^-12012/206/1998-31^ 3TR (*ft-II)] 
Ufa’S 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2007 

S.O. 3075.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 16/ 
1999) of the Labour Court, Nashik as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Dena Bank and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 25-9-2007. 

[No. L-12012/206/1998-IR(B-ID] 
RAJ1NDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIM. M. AGRAWAL, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, LABOUR COURT, NASHIK 

Reference I.D.A. No. 16/1999 

Between: 

The Assistant Manager, 

Dena Bank, Regional Officer, 

Cavas Arcase, Shivaji Road, 

Nashik (Maharashtra) ... First Party 


AND 
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Shri Murlidhar W. Dhage, 

C/o Pandharinath W. Dhage, 

Pushpa Sadan, near Shintre Bunglovv, 

Shriramwadi, Ghoti, Tal-Igatpuri, 

District: Nashik. ,.. Second Party 

AWARD 

(28-8-2007) 

This is a reference sent to this Court by the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi under 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication of the dispute whether the action of the 
management ofDena Bank in relation to its Regional Office, 
Nashik in dismissing the services of Shri Murlidhar. 
W. Dhage, cashier-cum-clerk w.e.f. 9-2-1996 is legal and 
justified and if not, what relief the workman is entitled to? 

2. After receipt of the reference, notices were issued 
to both the parties (Ex'.0-2 to 0-4). The second party filed 
his statement of claim at Ex. U-3 and the first party filed 
written statement at Ex. C-4. On the basis of rival 
contentions of both the parties, my learned predecessor 
framed issues at Ex.O-7. The issue No. 1 is about the 
fairness of enquiry. Both the parties requested to decide 
the issue No. 1 as preliminary point. Hence, after hearing 
both the parties, the issue No. 1 which is about fairness of 
enquiry is decided by the order dated 14-3-2007 holding 
that the enquiry held against the second party is fair and 
proper. Thereafter the matter was adjourned from time to 
time i.e. on 13^-2007,8-6-2007,6-7-2007,25-7-2007 and 
30-7-2007. But the second party did not adduce any oral 
evidence on the remaining issues. Therefore, it appears 
that he is not interested in conducting the case. Since he 
has not adduced any evidence, in my opinion he is not 
entitled to any relief including reinstatement and back 
wages. Hence, the reference is rejected. The award be sent 
for publication to the Desk Officer, Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi. 

Nashik 

Dated: 28-8-2007 M.M. AGRAWAL, Presiding Officer 
^ 26 fadHt, 2007 

^iT. 31T. 3076.—stfvfWT, 1947 (1947 
14) 17 % appFRUT 4f, HVfck 

% Tpsrs Mdwlf #7 33^ % 

+uq»K 

(tM a. 26/2004) 

^ X'hiRici 25-09-2007 YM 

[K 2011/53/2004-331$ 3TR («ft-II) ] 

ufo's, 


New Delhi, the 26th September, 2007 

S.O. 3076. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 26/ 
2004) of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of BankofBarodaand 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government 25-09-2007. 

[No. L-12011/53/2004-IR (B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

/ 

BEFORE SRI R G. SHEKLA, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
. TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 26 of2004 

In the matter of dispute between: 

State Divisional Secretary, 

Bhartiya Mazdoor Sangh, 

Uttar Pradesh, 

Nayin Market, 

Kanpur 

AND 

The Regional Manager, 

Bank of Baroda, 

Maya Bazaar, 

Dev Kali Road, 

Reedganj, 

Faizabad « 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, vide notification No. L-12011/53/2004/TR (B-II), dated 
31 -5-2004 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
to this tribunal:— 

Whether the action of the management of Bank of 
Baroda, Faizabad in terminating from service to Shri 
Anil Kumar Pandey son of Sri Ram Kishore Pandey 
Daily wages peon w.e.f. 14-8-03 is legal and justified? 
If not to what relief the workman concerned entitled 
to? 

2. It is totally unnecessary to give full facts or the 
case as after exchange of pleadings between the parties 
neither the workman nor the representative representing 
the workman has attended the proceedings of the case 
before this Tribunal. As a result of the same vide order 
dated 21-8-07, the workman was debarred from evidence 
by the Tribunal. The representative for the management 
also submitted before the tribunal that they do not want to 
adduce any evidence. 



t'HFTlI—^53(li)] 


TTO : 20, 2007/gnfyiR 28, 1929 


8907 


3. Therefore, virtually it is a case in which no 
evidence is available from the side of the contesting parties. 
It is settled law that it is the workman upon whom burden 
lies to prove his case and since the workman has palpably 
failed to discharge his obligation in proving his case before 
the tribunal, the tribunal has no hesitation to hold that the 
concerned workman cannot be held entitled for any relief 
as claimed by him. 

4. Accordingly reference is bound to be answered 
against the workman for want of evidence and it is held 
that the claim of the workman is liable to be rejected. As 
such the same is rejected and it is decided that workman is 
not entitled for any relief pursuant to the reference made to 
this tribunal. 

R.G. SHUKLA, Presiding Officer 
M Rcrcil, 26 'fecFSR, 2007 
cFT. 31T. 3077,—afrslfw 3Tfafi*W, 1947 (1947 

14) m 17 % 

firitfef ofri % 

fe fife:aMftpp fircfeaftrifirer 

atffewrc •^Ftrerq, (#r4 ri. 10 / 2003 ) 

^ wife wt t, m&n 25 - 09-2007 ^ 

■gaiTSTTI 

[■R.T^-12011/253/2002-aT^.aTR («ft-II)] 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2007 

S.O. 3077.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 10/ 
2003) of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial. 
Dispute between the management of Bank of Baroda and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 25-09-2007. 

[No. L-l2011/253/2002-IR (B-D)J 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 

LABOUR COURT, KANPUR 
PRESENT: 

SRI R.G. SHUKLA, H. J. S. 

Industrial Dispute No. 10 of2003 
In the matter of dispute between: 

General Secretary, 

Bank of Baroda Staff Association 
Central Office Madhav B ha wan, 

15/222-A, Civil Lines, 

Kanpur-208001. 

AND 


The Regional Manager, 

Bank of Baroda, 

\hranasi Region, 

177/1 Assi Road Lanka, 

\hranasi 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, vide notification No. L-l2011/253/2002-IR (B-II), 
dated 22-04-03 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication to this tribunal:— 

Whether the action of the Management of Bank of 
Baroda, (Transfree Bank of erstwhile Benaras State 
Bank Ltd) in not including the name of Sri Om Prakash 
Malviya Data Entry Operator in pension optee list 
for pensionary benefits as per the pension scheme 
of the Bank is legal and justified? If not what relief 
the workman is entitled? 

2. It is common ground that the workman was posted 
at Katra Branch of the Bank at Allahabad. It is also common 
ground between the parties that the erstwhile Benaras 
State Bank Limited introduced pension scheme in the bank 
and circulated the same vide their circular. The scheme is 
known as Benaras State Bank Ltd. Employees Pension 
Regulations, 1993 which was made effective from 1-11-93, 
by means of which pension options were invited from the 
employees of the erstwhile Benaras State Bank Limited on 
prescribed format latest by 30-9-94. The last date however 
was extended by the bank vide their Circular No. Cir/Staff7 
77/95-96 dated 19-1-96 inviting application latest by 
31-3-1996. 

3. The case of the workman in short is that in 
response to the bank’s circular dated 19-1-96, he applied 
on prescribed format for pension on 20-3-96 still his name 
could not figure in the list of pension optees circulated by 
the erstwhile Benaras State Bank Limited circulated on 
12-12-2001. The main grievance of the workman is that he 
represented the matter vide his application dated 
19-1-2002 followed by another representation dated 
28-1-2002. It is also pleaded by the workman that the then 
Branch Manager also wrote to the head office of the bank 
on 28-1-2002, but the same were not considered by the 
bank nor his name was included in the list of pension optees. 
It has been pleaded by the workman that the action of the 
bank in not including the name of workman in Pension 
Optees List is illegal and unjustified which is liable to be 
set aside and has prayed that the bank be directed to include 
the name of the workman in the list of pension optees. 

4. The opposite party bank has filed a detailed reply. 
The crux of the reply is that the workman never opted 
pension scheme nor any such application was received by 
the bank in response' to their circular dated 
19-1-96 therefore question of considering the name of the 
workman in the list of pension optees does not arise at all. 
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The letter dated 28*1-2002 is a forged one which is * 
puiported to have been sent by the then branch manager 
of Katra Branch of the bank at Allahabad. There is no 
illegality in the action of the management and the claim of 
the union is liable to be dismissed being devoid of merit. 

5. After exchange of pleadings between the parties 
both contesting parties have filed documentary evidence 
whereas workman has examined himself as W.W. 1, bank 
has examined its witness a bank officer as M. W. 1. 

6. Tribunal has heard the arguments of contesting 
parties at length and has perused the records of the case 
carefully. 

7. A very short question is involved in the case for 
decision. From the pleadings and evidence of the parties it 
will be seen as to whether or not the workman has ever 
opted for pension scheme and it will also be seen that the 
action of the bank in not including the name of the workman 
in the list of pension optee is legal or not. 

8. It is the case of the workman that he applied for 
pension on prescribed format to the branch manager on 
20-3-96. In support of his case the workman himself has 
examined on oath before the tribunal and has also filed 
carbon copy of letter dated 28-1-2002 purported to have 
been written by the then branch manager. Whereas contrary' 
to the claim of the workman, the stand of the bank is that 
the workman never applied for pension nor any such 
application was ever received by the head office of the 
bank which could have been considered by the bank. The 
evidence on the point lead by the workman cannot be 
believed specially when it is the constant case of the bank 
that they never received any such application from the 
branch. Mere filing of carbon copy of a letter dated 28-1-02 
alleged to be signed and sent by the then branch manager 
of the bank would not be sufficient to believe the case of 
the workman as the workman has never tried to summon 
the signatory of the letter dated 28-1-02 to prove the same 
specialty when in written statement of the bank it is stated 
that there are some manupulations. A perusal of letter 
dated 28-1-2002 is quite indicative of the fact as to who 
was the then branch manager and what was the name of 
that person is not known to the workman otherwise he 
must have disclosed these facts in his statement of claim. 

In the absence of clear and categorical statement of 
signatory of letter dated 28-1-4)2, the claim of the workman 
that his name was forwarded for including his name who 
opted for pension cannot be accepted. The burden was 
shifted upon the worker to establish his assertion when 
the bank contended that manipulations were made by 
preparing the impugned letter. 

9. On the contrary the case of the opposite party 
bank appears to be sound. There is no allegation of mala 
fide against the bank and inview of it one can hardly believe 
as to why the bank would not have included the name of 
the workman if actually the workman had exercised his 


option on prescribed format within stipulated period 
provided in the circular dated 31-3-96. From this point of 
view the Tribunal is unable to believe the testimony of the 
workman. The bank has been able to substantiate his claim 
by adducing evidence and showing satisfactory reasons 
for not including the name of the workman in the list of 
pension optees which admittedly contains names of about 
570 employees of the bank barring the name of the workman. 
The opposite party bank has also filed Pension Regulations 
and list of pension optees. 

10. In view of position explained above, the tribunal 
is of the firm view that the workman never exercised his 
option within the prescribed time as provided in circular 
dated 19-1-96. Tribunal in these circumstances feels no 
hesitation in holding that the document dated 28-1-02 
purported to have been written by the then branch manager 
is a manufactured document and cannot be given any weight. 

11. For the reasons discussed above, it is held that 
the bank has committed no illegality if bank did not include 
the name of the workman in the list of pension optees, 
therefore, no direction can be given to the bank as has 
been prayed by workman in his statement of claim and his 
claim is liable to be dismissed which is accordingly 
dismissed. 

12. Reference is answered against the workman and 
in favour of the Bank. 

R. G. SHUKLA, Presiding Officer 
^ 26 2007 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2007 

S.O.. 3078.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 70/ 
2000) of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Bank of Barodaand 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 25-09-2007. ’ 9 

[No. L-l2012/309/1999-IR (B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI R G. SUKLA, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 70 of 2000 

In the matter of dispute between: 

Sh. Jaipal son of P. Lai 
Village Augana 
POBanipara 
Kanpur 

AND 

Bank of Baroda 

Regional Manager BOB Gumti No. 5 
Kanpur. 

1. Central Government, Ministry ofLabour, New Delhi, 
vide notification no.L-12012/309/99/IR(B-II) dated 
25-5-2000 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
to this tribunal:— 

Whether the action of the management of Bank of 
Baroda in terminating the services of Sri Jaipal w.e.f. 
2-11-1998 is legal and justified ? If not, what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled to? 

: t 

2. Briefly stated facts of the case as set by the 
workman in his statement of claim are that on 12-1-95, the 
w orkman was appointed in subordinate staff and continued 
to work as such till 1-11-96, whereafter his services were 
terminated illegally w.e.f. 2-11-96 without there being any 
written orders. He was appointed by the bank at its Mall 
Road Branch, Kanpur. It has been pleaded by the workman 
that the bank used to take work of peon from him which is 
of regular nature and still exits. On account of unfair labour 
practice the bank used' to pay the remuneration woekly 
against sundiy charges account Bank also used to prepare 
payment vouchers in the name of others with a view to 
deprive the workman from regular and permanent status of 
an employee. It has also been alleged that the workman 
from January 95 to 1-4-96 has completed 240 days of service 
and as a device of unfair labour practice he was paid his 
wages in different names and at the back of such vouchers 
signatures are in the hand writing of the workman. Workman 
has further pleaded that he w as paid weekly wages for the 
period 12-1-95 to 1-11-96 still he was removed from the 
service of the bank and at the time of removal notice, notice 
pay or retrenchment compensation was not given to him 
by the bank which violates the provisions of Section 25-F 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. At the time of removal of 
his services persons junior to him were retained by the 
bank who too were paid their wages in the same fashion in 
which workman was paid, therefore, the action of the bank 
is in violation of the provisions of Sec. 25-G of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 . After termination of the services the 
bank appointed fresh hand bv name Rajnu Bajpai thus 


provisions of section 25H of the Act has also been violated 
by the bank. Lastly it has been pleaded by the workman 
that the action of the bank is neither justified nor legal 
therefore, he is entitled to be reinstated in the service of 
the bank with full back wages, seniority and all 
consequential benefits. 

3 Opposite party bank contested the claim of the 
workman by filing a detailed reply on variety of grounds 
inter alia alleging therein, that the reference order is bad in 
law therefore, not capable of being adjudicated hence is 
liable to be rejected; that order of reference suffers from 
misjoinder and nonjoinder of necessary parties inasmuch 
as the branch manager Mall Road Branch of the bank has 
not been impleaded as party. It has been denied by the 
bank that workman was ever appointed by them on any 
post, therefore, question of his termination does not arise 
at all; that being a public sector organisation appointments 
in sub staff cadre are made after inviting applications from 
Employment Exchange and after following the prescribed 
selection procedure; that as the workman was never 
appointed by the bank he is not a workman within the 
meaning of Section 2 (s) of I.D. Act; however it has been 
admitted by the bank that the workman was engaged by 
the Branch Manager, Mall Road Branch, Kanpur, for purely 
casual specific work as labour in the Month of April 1995 
for six days only for which he was paid agreed labour 
charges. Workman has been paid his entire wages for the 
work he has done and nothing is due to him; that bank is 
a public sector organisation and no one has any personal 
interest to do unfair labour practice; that as the workman 
was never appointed against any post question of 
violation of the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, does 
not arise at all and the workman is tiying to seek back door 
entry in the service of the bank; that at bank’s Mall Road 
Branch only two sanctioned posts are there at the relevant 
time against which Sohan Lai was working as peon and 
Dharmpai was working as Daftary on permanent basis; 
that it has emphatically been denied by the bank that 
workman had ever completed 240 days of continuous 
service in the bank; applicant has no right or lien against 
any post in the bank therefore, question of termination of 
his services does not arise and lastly it has been pleaded 
that the bank never appoints any person as peon on any 
post without any authority and without adhearihg to 
selection procedure, therefore, the claim of the workman is 
liable to be dismissed. 

4. Rejoinder statement has also been filed by the 
w orkman but nothing new has been pleaded by him except 
reiterating the facts already pleaded in his statement of 
claim. 

5. After exchange of pleading between the parties 
apart from filing of documentary evidence workman 
examined himself as W. W. 1 whereas management examined 
its witness. 


4114 GI/07—5 




8910 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 20,2007/ASVINA 28,1929 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


6. Tribunal has heard the argument of the contesting 
parties at length and have also gone through the record of 
the case carefully. 

7. The tribunal vide order dated 12-6-03 rejected the 
application of the workman by means w hich he has sought 
certain documents in original from the management and 
the workman was directed to prove his case by secondary 
evidence. Except oral testimony of the workman no other 
cogent evidence is available on the record to corroborate 
the statement of the workman made on oath before the 
tribunal, therefore, the oral evidence of the workman is of 
no help to him. Photocopies of documents filed by the 
workman cannot be read as evidence. Thus virtually it would 
mean that the workman has failed to substantiate his claim 
before the tribunal. It is settled legal position that it is the 
workman who is required to establish the fact that he had 
worked for over 240 days continuously in one calendar 
year before termination of his services. Since he has failed 
to discharge his obligation, tribunal is not inclined to believe 
the case of the workman. 

8. The opposite party bank lias filed original payment 
voucher dated 29-4-95 which is indicative of the fact that 
the workman was paid Rs. 120/- for certain work done by 
him. Opp. party in their reply has admitted the fact that the 
workman has worked only for six days as casual worker, 
but this will not be sufficient to believe that the workman 
was ever appointed by the bank or had ever worked in the 
bank as has been claimed by him in his statement of claim. 

9. It is also settled position of law that a casual 
employee has no right to claim appointment on regular 
basis. Even otherwise the Labour Courts/Industrial 
Tribunals should not be used as a measure for seeking 
back door entry in public employment. For securing public 
employment one has to follow the procedure laid down 
under recruitment rules of the public organisation. In the 
absence of the same one cannot be held entitled for the 
relief of reinstatement by Labour Courts/Industrial 
Tribunals. 

10. In the instant case it has been admitted by the 
workman that he was engaged on daily rated employee 
and his wages were being paid by the bank weekly. If it is 
so the workman shall be deemed for all intent and practical 
purposes that he was a casual labour engaged for certain 
period on daily rate basis therefore no right in his favour 
would be deemed to have accrued. 

11. Having concluded that the workman was a casual 
labour his claim that he w'as terminated from service by the 
bank in violation of the provisions of I.D. Act, cannot be 
believed and therefore provisions of the Act will have no 
application in his case, nor any protection thereof can be 
granted to the workman. 

12. For the reasons discussed above, it is held that 
the action of the management of Bank of Baroda as referred 


in the schedule of reference order is legal and justified. 
Workman will not be entitled for any relief as claimed by 
him apd accordingly his claim is liable to be rejected and is 
rejected accordingly. 

13. Reference is answered accordingly. 

R.G. SHUKLA, Presiding Officer 
ftv#, 26 2007 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2007 

S.O. 3079.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference 
No. 149/1991) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, New Delhi as shown in 
the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Union Bank of 
India and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 25-9-2007. 

[No. L-12012/223/1991-IR(B-II)] 

RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SANT SINGH BAL, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. I, NEW DELHI 

LD. No. 149/91 

In the matter of dispute between: 

Shri Kahcharan/Kalicharan Sharma, 

S/o Late Shri Ram Chander, 

R/oWS-75, SudamaPuri, 

Bhagat Singh Gali, Babarpur, 

Shahdara-110032. ... Workman 

Versus 

Zonal Manager, 

Union Bank, 

Zonal Office, 

Connaught Circus, 

New Delhi-110001. ... Management 
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APPEARANCES 
Shri J. Buther for the workman 
Shri Pawan Behl A/R for the management 
AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L-12012/223/91-IR(B-II) dated 22-10-91 
has referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Union 
Bank of India, New Delhi imposing the punishment 
of discharge from services on Shri Kalicharan vide 
order dated 3-5-90 is justified ? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled to T 

2. Brief facts of this case giving rise to the instant 
reference as culled from the record are that the workman 
Shri Kalicharan was employed on permanent basis with 
respondent management and that he was awarded 
punishment of dismissal without notice and warning for 
misconduct by E.O. vide order dated May 3,1990 on the 
basis of charge sheet dated 28-2-90 on the allegations that 
he was working at the receiving cash clerk counter on 
7-8-89 and while so working he prepared a packet of 
currency note of 100 rupees denomination and on 
recounting on 8-8-89 by Shri S. S. Grewal Clerk cashier it 
was observed that the packet contained only 98 notes of 
100 denomination and thus shortage of two notes of 
hundred was detected in this packet which contained only 
98 notes then again on 3-8-89 and on 7-8-89 shortage of 
one note of Rs. 100 denomination each was detected in the 
packets prepared by him and this packet contained only 98 
notes of 100 denomination and he was called to show cause 
but his reply was not found satisfactory. He was charged 
vide memo dated 28-2-90 for doing acts prejudicial to the 
interest of the bank minor misconduct and negligence in 
performing duties and an enquiry was initiated and thereafter 
during enquiry he initially contested the charge by filing 
reply. On conclusion of enquiry he was found guilty of the 
charges leveled against him and was awarded punishment 
of dismissal from service without notice. The E.O. made 
recommendation for awarding punishment and the 
ibisciplinary Authority on consideration awarded the 
punishment of dismissal without notice and warning to the 
workman for minor misconduct vide his order dated 3-5-90 
against the said order. The workman challenged the order 
of enquiry officer by filing an appeal which was also 
dismissed. The workman has assailed the procedure of the 
enquiry as well as order of punishment on the ground as 
bad in law and contrary to the bipartite settlement between 
the respondent and the workman from time to time and the 
allegations against him were vague and the whole enquiry 
was concluded with predetermined mind and in violation 
of natural justice, the findings of enquiry officer are 
perverse, the order is unjustified and unlawful as the matter 


is very trivial, the alleged shortage of two notes in a packet 
in course of routine is very trivial and routine matter. This 
is act of minor misconduct and punishment afforded is 
shocking and has been passed ignoring his acts exemplary 
honesty in the past refunding excess cash tendered by the 
customers ofthe bank and also handing over to the Bank a 
box full of jewellery which was lying unnoticed. The Enquiry 
Officer also erred in taking into account the past penalty of 
stoppage of three increments awarded to the workman vide 
order of 4-4-88 for routine cash shortage of Rs. 10,000 
occurred in cash on 5-8-86 which was reported by the 
workman to the branch manager. The enquiry officer also 
erred in not taking into account the fact that no loss was 
caused and that the penalty imposed at that time also by 
the same enquiry officer was unlawful and he ignored that 
there was not any dishonest motive. The present penalty 
is unlawful and beyond the jurisprudential dimensions of 
disciplinary proceedings and without any authority. The 
workman is only non-matriculate and was working as 
domestic servant prior to joining bank service in 1984. It is 
further alleged that the punishment of dismissal for a 
shortage of Rs. 200 of routine nature the workman was 
awrded with the penalty of dismissal which was 
disproportionate and discriminatory as some other 
employees such as Hardyal Singh, Bharti Ram were 
awarded lesser punishment of stoppage of increments for 
^ a cash shortage of 65 notes and 48 notes of Rs. 100 
respectively and Shri D. V. Chaturvedi and Shri Madan, 
Cashier of Kashmere Gate were not awarded any penalty 
for cash shortage of 85 notes of Rs. 100 in 17 packets. 
There are other such numerous cases of apparent 
dishonesty also and the workman is only singled out for 
such harsh punishment for a cash shortage of routine nature 
admittedly resultant to negligence of minor nature. Order 
of punishment passed by the Disciplinary Authority is 
bad in law and is non-speaking unreasonable and without 
application of mind and moreover is very harsh and is 
equivalent to like death penalty and resulted in total 
ruination of the workman and his family and is shocking 
and is also in violation of Section 25 F of the ID. Act suffers 
from inconformity as this is not by way of disciplinary 
action in terms of provisions of Bipartite Settlement. In 
view of the above submissions the workman requested to 
set aside the impugned order of punishment during enquiry 
and confirmed by the Appellate Authority claiming 
reinstatement with back wages and continuity of service. 

3. Claim has been contested by the management by 
filing written statement taking preliminary objections that 
the application is misconceived because the workman has 
admitted the charges against him and has not disclosed 
this fact. 

•* 

4. On merits it is not disputed that the claimant who 
was working as cash clerk employed with the respondent 
as stated. It is stated that the management issued charge 
sheet, initiated conducted proper enquiry against the 
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claimant. During enquiry he initially denied the allegations 
(charge) but later on 23-4-90 he admitted the charge/ 
(allegation) in presence of his defence representative Shri 
Arvind Kumar Gupta, Assistant Secretary. As per charge 

sheet there were two charges of misconduct: 

* 

(1) Gross misconducts : 

(2) (i) During acts prejudicial to the interest of 

the bank. 

(ii) Minor misconduct : Negligence in 
performing duties. Order of dismissal 
without notice was passed on the basis 
of major charge of misconduct. Other 
grounds are denied. The workman is 
habitual in conducting gross misconduct. 
All the laws and facts were considered at 
the earlier and present occasion. Other 
allegations are also denied. It is further 
stated that the workman was afforded 
personal hearing and was heard fully and 
the appeal was decided by the Appellate 
Authority on merits. Taking into 
consideration all the facts on record as 
per law. The claim is sought to be 
dismissed. It is denied that there has been 
any discrimination amongst the 
employees in the matter of punishment. 

5. Written statement was followed by rejoinder 
wherein controverted facts and the submissions made by 
the management in the written statement were refuted and 
averments made in the claim statement were reiterated to 
be correct. 

6. Thereafter the following issues were framed in 
this reference on 12-10-92 : 

(1) Whether the domestic enquiry conducted 
against the w orkman is fair and proper ? 

(2) As in the terms of reference ? 

7. Parties adduced evidence. Management examined 
Shri Suinan Lai Verma as MW 1 and proved his affidavit as 
MWl/l and was cross examined. Thereafter workman 
examined himself as WWl and proved his affidavit as 
Ex. WW1/1 and cross examined. He has also placed on 
record documents and closed his evidence. 

8. After closure of the evidence A/R for the workman 
Shri J. Buthcrand Shri Pawan Belli A/R for the management 
addressed argument. 

9. Mr. J. Buther A/R for the workman has contended 
that the workman has not committed any misconduct and 
there has been shortage in some bundles of currency' not 
of 100 which is not culpable negligence or culpable offence 
and that the workman has been honest and at many 


occasions he has returned cash payment made by the 
customers excess amount of money given by the customer 
for depositing and that there has been a discrimination in 
the matter of punishment in awarding punishment as many 
other employees named in the claim statement were given 
no or lesser punishment of similar and none serious 
allegation shortage of currency notes. The punishment is 
too harsh and the order of discharge is not legal and liable 
to be set aside. 

10. On the contrary' the above contentions have 
been refuted stating that the workman is negligent and the 
shortage of currency notes in the bundles proposed by 
him have been noticed on many occasions i.e. at least four 
occasions, which are mentioned in the charge. The shortage 
in the currency notes again and again indicates that the 
intention of the w orkman to return excess money to the 
customer is not correct. Letter of dismissal is procured one 
and punishment given is not disproportionate to his acts 
of Major Misconduct. Admission about shortage made by 
the workman is voluntary not procured one as stated. 

11. I have given my thoughtful consideration to the 
contentions and submissions and perused the record 
meticulously. 

12. The workman in this case was charged vide 
charge sheet dated 28-2-90 for acts which are as under: 

(1) Gross misconduct doing acts prejudicial to 
the interest of the Bank. 

(2) Minor misconduct: Negligence in performing 
of duties on allegations contained in memo 
dated 14-12-89 w herein it was mentioned that 
the workman Shri Kalicharan prepared one 
packet of 100 rupees on 7-8-89 while 
performing his duly and on 8-8-89 on 
recounting by H. S. Grevval Clerk-cum- Cashier 
it was observed that the packet contained only 
98 notes of 100 aipees denominations instead 
of 100 notes and thus there was shortage of 
tw o notes of Rs 100 each. This packet bore 
signatures of Kalicharan Sharma with date 
affixed thereon. In this memo, it is further 
alleged that on 3-8-89 and again on 7-8-89 
shortage of one note of 100 denomination 
each was detected in packets prepared by 
Kalicharan Sharma on different dates and he 
was asked to show cause within 15 days about 
the shortage. On consideration of his reply it 
was deemed proper to initiate enquiry' against 
him and the above charge was leveled so it 
cannot be said that the charge of misconduct 
in any way was vague or that the workman 
w as unable to understand the nature of the 
charge on the face of it and to defend himself 
in the enquiry. 
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13. The other contention that the shortage detected 
in .the currency is not accompanied with culpability or (any 
guilty intention) is not punishable at least with the dismissal. 

It may be stated that it is proved on record that it is not 
single instance of shortage of currency' note attributed to 
the workman. In the memo accompanied with the charge- 
sheet three instances of shortage of notes i.e. two notes of 
100 denomination on 8-8-89 and shortage of one note of 
100 denomination each was detected on 3-8-89 and 7-8-89 
and workman also admitted in his claim statement that 
earlier also he was punished for shortage of Rs. 10,000 
which occurred on 4-4-88 vide order dated 4-4-88 and his 
three increments were withheld. Thus the shortage due to 
the counting of notes on the solitary' occasion may be 
ignored as minor misconduct (mistake) but if it occurs again 
and again on many occasions it casts repercussion on the 
capability of the charged employee (workman) certainly 
amounting to an act prejudicial to the interest of the bank 
w'hich in my opinion is major misconduct. The acts of minor 
misconduct repeated again and again certainly loose the 
label of minor misconduct rather in my opinion it becomes 
gross misconduct. In respect of the contention of the A/R 
of the w orkman that the negligence of the workman is not 
culpable and as such he does not deserve the punishment 
of dismissal it may be stated that the workman herein was 
not doing any function of the nature of quasi-judicial 
adjudication. He was only working as cash clerk at cash 
counter of the Bank preparing bundles of currency notes. 
In the decision reported in 1999 (7) Supreme Court cases 
409 captioned as Zunjarrao Bhikaji Nagarkar Vs. Union of 
India and Others relied upon by the workman observations 
that negligence in quasi-judicial adjudication is not 
carelessness, inadvertence or omission but a culpable 
negligence was made in respect of the conduct of Collector/ 
Commissioner, Central Excise, Nagpur who functioned as 
quasi-judicial officer while making assessment orders. The 
facts of that case are quite distinguishable and not 
applicable to the instant case. It is further pertinent to note 
the apex Court in para 17 of the aforesaid judgement has 
quoted with approval the following observation made in 
paras 28 and 29 of the decision reported in S. Govinda 
Menon Vs. U.O.I. AIR 1967 SC 1274: (1967)2 LU 249 (SCC 
p. 67, paras 28-29) 

“28. Certainly, therefore, the officer who exercises 
judicial or quasi-judicial powers acts negligently or 
recklessly or in order to confer undue favour on a 
person is not acting as a judge. Accordingly the 
contention of the respondent has to be rejected. It is 
important to bear in mind that in the present case, we 
are not concerned with the correctness or legality of 
the decision of the respondent but the conduct of 
the respondent in discharge of his duties as an officer. 
The legality of the orders with reference to the nine 
assessments may be questioned in appeal or revision 
under the Act. But we have no doubt in our mind 


that the Government is not precluded from taking 
the disciplinary action for violation of the Conduct 
Rules. Thus, we conclude that the disciplinary action 
can be taken in the following cases : 

(i) Where the officer had acted in a manner as 
would reflect on his reputation for integrity or 
good faith or devotion to duty; 

(ii) If there is prima facie material to show 
recklessness or misconduct in the discharge 
of his duty; 

(iii) If he has acted in a manner which is 
unbecoming of a government servant; 

(iv) If he had acted negligently or that he omitted 
the prescribed conditions which are essential 
for the exercise of the statutory powers: 

(v) If he had acted in order to unduly favour a 
party; 

(vi) If he had been actuated by corrupt motive, 
however small the bribe may be because Lord 
Coke said long ago though the bribe may be 
small, yet the fault is great. 

29. The instances above catalogued are not 
exhaustive. However, we may add that for a mere 
technical violation or merely because the order is 
wrong and the action not falling under the above 
enumerated instances, disciplinary action is not 
warranted. Here, w r e may utter a word of caution. 
Each case will depend upon the facts and no absolute 
rule can be postulated.” 

As per para 28(iv) the disciplinary’ action can be taken 
against an official for-violation of conduct rules if he has 

acted negligently or.In the instant case the 

workman admittedly acted negligently again and again in 
preparing the bundles of currency notes which were 
detected to contain currency notes less than 100 in 
performance of his duties assigned to him as cash clerk at 
cash counter. The claimant herein has been negligent not 
on solitary' occasion, but on many occasions and as such 
his negligence in preparing short bundles has snowballed 
into gross negligence indicating his incompetence to act 
as cash clerk. As per his own averments in his claim 
statement, he is not properly qualified and was only a 
domestic serv ant prior to appointment in the Bank. Thus in 
my opinion he is not qualified and competent to function 
as cash clerk and his retention in service will not serve the 
interest of the Bank, rather will affect its interest adversely 
and prejudicially. 

As regards to the other contention that the workman 
was coerced or induced to admit the charge it is pertinent 
to mention that the workman initially denied the charges 
but later on he admitted the allegations lev eled in the charge 
sheet dated 28-2-90 before the E.O. in Enquiry' proceedings 
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dated 23-4-90 to memo dated 14-12-89. Admittedly he has 
not mentioned in his claim statement that he was so induced 
nor he suggested to the E.O. Shri S. L. Verma when examined 
in the court as MW1. This plea though taken in appeal 
appears to be afterthought. 

He was asked to file reply and after reply dated 
2-1-90. Charge was framed. He denied the charges initially 
but later on he admitted the charges of misconduct during 
enquiry proceedings on 23-4-90. The Enquiry Officer 
recommended punishment for discharge for misconduct 
and warning for minor misconduct on repeated acts of 
negligence amounting to acts prejudicial to misconduct, 
D A. confirmed the punishment. 

Taking into consideration the incompetence of the 
workman due to acts of negligence in preparing bundles 
containing short currency notes as mentioned above the 
punishment of discharging the workman from service cannot 
be termed as disproportionate in any manner. In view of 
the above discussion I do not find any infirmity in the 
order of punishment of the disciplinary authority and 
confirmed by the Appellate Authority. The alleged acts of 
honesty claimed to have been done by C.S.E (claimant) 
though not admitted by the respondent also render no 
help to him in view' of the above finding that he (workman) 
is not capable to handle cash and discharge duty at the 
cash counter and fit to be kept in service. Workman is not 
entitled to any relief and the action of the management in 
imposing punishment of discharging the workman from 
service is in my opinion justified and legal. Award is 
accordingly passed. File be consigned to record room. 

Dated: 28-8-07 SANT SINGH BAL, Presiding Officer 
M 26 fftdWt, 2007 

3TT. 3080.—1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 26th September. 2007 

S.O. 3080.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference 
No. 13/2006) of Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court. Guw aliati as shown in the Annexure. in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Cantonment Board and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
26-9-2007. 

[No. L-13012/3/2005-IR (DU)j 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNALCUM-LABOU RCOURT, GUWAHATI, 
ASSAM 

PRESENT 

Shri H. A. Hazarika, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum- 
Labour Court, Guwahati 

Ref. Case No. 13 of2006 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute between: 

The Management of Cantonment Board, Shillong 

Vs. 

Their Workmen Smt. Shaloo Singh, Shillong 
APPEARANCES 

For the Management • Mr. R. Deb Nath, 

Advocate 

For the Workman : Smt. Poonam Yadav. 

Advocate 

Date of Award; 18-9-2007 

AWARD 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of labour. New 
Delhi vide its order No. L-l 3012/3/2005-IR (DU) dated 
17-5-2006 referred this Industrial Dispute arose between 
the employers in relation to the Management of 
Cantonment Board and their Workman, Smt. Shaloo Singh, 
to adjudicate and to pass an award on the strength of 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-secdtion (1) and 
Sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Dispute 
Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) on the basis of the following 
Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Cantonment Executive 

Officer, Cantonment Board, Shillong-I in dismissing 

Smt. Shaloo Singh. Safaiwala from service w.e.f. 

26-11-2001 is justified ? If not. to what relief 

Smt. Shaloo Singh is entitled to ?” 

2. Having receipt the notices and on being 
appearance of both the parties the proceeding is proceeded 
here for disposal and Numbered 13/2006 as per Procedure. 

3. The case of the workman Smt. Shaloo Singh in 
brief that she was working as Safaiwala at Shillong 
Cantonment Board after death of her husband Mangal 
Singh. After joining in the above establishment she was 
working regularly and without break. Since 8-5-2001, she 
was suffering from mental ailment and could not attend her 
duties and left for Guwahati for better treatment and got 
treatment at Gauhati Medical College, Guwahati as indoor 
patient. After returning from Guwahati and staying at her 
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residence at Shillong when she went to join for her duty on 
23-7-2003 Forenoon she was told that due to prolong 
absence she is dismissed from her service. The dismissal 
order was passed in her absence without show cause 
notice. 

4. Case of the Management in brief that the workman 
concerned was in the habit of remaining absence from her 
duty without obtaining prior approval from the competent 
authority and use to submit application for regularization 
of her absence on medical ground or otherwise. That as 
per report of the Sanitaiy Inspector she remained absent 
from duty with effect from 8-5-2001 without permission of 
the competent authority and vide letter No. SHG/H/ 
SHALOO SINGH/274 dated 5-7-2001 a show- cause notice 
was issued to her to report for duty forthwith and also to 
explain in writing the reasons for her absence and as to 
why necessary disciplinary action should not be taken 
against her as she was not found in her residence at Gora 
Line, Laitumkhrah, Shillong. The notice was published in a 
daily Newspaper “The Shillong Times” on 26-9-2001. The 
Disciplinary Authority imposed the punishment of dismissal 
from her service. 

5. Having receipt the W. S. filed by both the parties 
and as prayed by both the parties a Local Trial was fixed at 
Shillong on 7-6-2007 at Meghalaya Circuit House as 
scheduled for Camp Court. The Management Official 
Sint. Indira Mehraj was present representing the 
Management with their learned Advocate Mr. R. Deb 
Nath and the workman was present with the learned 
Advocate Smt. P. Yadav, in the Meghalaya Circuit House. 
The evidence of the workman was recorded. The cross 
examination was deferred and decided to continue the trial 
at Guwahati but on the date fixed i.e. 7-8-2007 Management 
Official Smt. Indira Mehraj representing the Management 
with their Advocate Sri R. Deb Nath appeared. But the 
workman did not appear and a petition sent by her by 
Courier Service whereby she narrated that she is not willing 
to proceed with the case due to unavoidable circumstances 
and prayed to withdraw the case. As she is not willing to 
proceed with the case and prayed to withdraw the case 
and in my opinion there is no bar of allowing the petition 
for withdrawal of the case. Accordingly petition allowed 
and matter is disposed as withdrawn. It is pertinent to note 
here that I have not discussed the merit of the matter as in 
case of withdrawal merit must not be discussal. For ends 
of natural justice the withdrawal petition is allowed and it 
is disposed on withdrawal. Accordingly Award is passed 
and prepared. 

H. A. HAZARUCA, Presiding Officer 
M 26 2007 

m 3tr. 3081. —aMfiicb srfafwr, 1947 (1947 

^5T 14 ) ^ *TTCT 1 7 % SFJtfFT Wjm 


adwtoT 41 / 2002 ) ^ 

wt t, ^ 26-9-2007^1 WfSTT I 


[ri. TJjrT-12012/113/2002-3TH? 3TTC ('sft-l) ] 
3T3PT 3>hk, erfrr^jRl 

New Delhi, the 26th September. 2007 

S.O. 3081.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference 
No. 41/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal. 
Bangalore as shown in the Annexure. in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of 
Hyderabad, and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on 26-9-2007. 

[No. L-12012/113/2002-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
BANGALORE 

Dated: 17th September 2007 

PRESENT 

Shri A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
C. R. No. 41/2002 
IParty II Party 


Shri Abdul Hameed, 
Ex. Peon, 

Resident of House 
No. 1-960/2, TAR File, 
Opp. Railway Station, 
GuIbarga-585101 
Karnataka State. 


The Asstt. General Manager, 
State Bank of Hyderabad, 
Region-1, Zonal Office, 

P.B. No. 48, Super Market, 
Gulbarga-585101 
Karnataka State. 


AWARD 


1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2 A of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order No. L-12012/113/2002-IR(B-I) dated 12th August, 
2002 for adjudication on the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of management of State Bank 
of Hyderabad is justified in imposing the punishment 
of “Discharge from Service” though the applicant 
workman Shri Abdul Hameed has made good the 
amount in all the cases ? If not what relief the workman 
is entitled ?” 
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2. A chargesheet dated 2-5-1993. came to be served 
upon the first part}' workman on the allegation that while, 
he w as w orking as a Peon at Super Market Branch, Gulbarga 
of the management, between 12-10-1988 and 214-1990, he 
appears to have fraudulently encashed certain amount 
belonging to the 10 different customers of the bank by way 
of withdrawals from their respective accounts and thereby 
committed gross misconduct as per Clause 19.5(d) & (j) of 
the Bipartite settlement and also failed to submit the sale 
deed for creation of equitable mortgage for having taken 
the housing loan from the bank inspite of several reminders 
and thereby violated the terms of loan sanction order in his 
favour. Details with respect to the amount withdrawn and 
the dates on which they were withdrawn by the first party 
and the names of the customers were given by way of 
Statement of Imputation incorporated in the chargesheet. 
The first party after having received the chargesheet 
submitted his explanation denying almost all the charges 
of misconduct leveled against him and therefore, the 
management thought of holding the DE against the first 
party and accordingly with due notice to the first party DE 
w-as conducted being participated by him taking the 
assistance of DR and on the conclusion of the enquiry, 
enquiry report was submitted by the enquiry officer holding 
that the charges No. 2,6,7,9,10 & 11 have been established 
partially and that the charges No. 1,5 & 11 have been fully 
proved and whereas, charges No. 3 & 4 have remained to 
be established by the management. Thereupon, the first 
party was furnished with the enquiry report and the 
explanation offered by him on the said report not being 
found satisfactory, punishment by way of discharge from 
service was proposed and after giving personal hearing to 
the first part}', it was confirmed. The first part}' preferred an 
appeal and that came to be rejected and thereupon he 
moved the Hon’ble High Court by way of writ petition 
challenging the impugned punishment order passed against 
him and his writ petition came to be disposed of by order 
dated 26-2-1999 giving him opportunity to approach the 
appropriate forum. He then raised a conciliation proceeding 
and resulting into the present reference to this tribunal. 

3. The first part}' in his claim statement challenged 
the impugned punishment order as unjust and illegal and 
the findings of the enquiry officer holding him guilty of the 
charges as suffering from perversity not being based upon 
sufficient and legal evidence etc. He also challenged the 
enquiry proceedings as opposed to the principles of natural 
justice (pleadings with regard to the validity or otherwise 
of the enquiry' proceedings, so also on the point of 
perv ersity of the findings are omitted there being a separate 
finding recorded by this tribunal setting aside the enquiry' 
proceedings). 

4. The management by its counter statement 
however, asserted and maintained that the impugned 
punishment order passed against the first party is legal 
and justified based on the findings of the enquiry officer 


holding him guilty of most of the charges of misconduct 
leveled against him. The management also contended that 
findings of the enquiry' officer suffered from no perv ersity, 
they being based on sufficient and legal evidence and that 
the proceedings of the enquiry' conducted against the first 
party were in tune with the principles of natural justice, the 
first party having been afforded the opportunity of 
defending himself taking the assistance of DR. 

5. Keeping in view' the respective contentions of 
the parties with regard to the validity and fairness or 
otherwise of the enquiry' proceedings, this tribunal oh 
7-1-2005 framed the following Preliminary Issue: 

“Whether the DE conducted against the first party 

by the second party is fair and proper ?” 

6. During the course of trial of the said issue, the 
management examined one wifiiess as MW l and got marked 
14 documents at Ex. Ml to Ml4 in his deposition. The first 
party also examined himself as WW1 there was no cross 
examination to him on behalf of the management. 

7. After having heard the learned counsel for the 
first party’ (counsel for the second party remained absent) 
this tribunal by order dated 7-8-2007 recorded a finding to 
the effect that the enquiry held against the first part}' is not 
fair and proper. There being no plea taken by the 
management in its counter statement seeking permission 
of this tribunal to lead fresh evidence on merits, in case, 
the DE was set aside, the matter came to be posted to hear 
the parties on merits of the case. When the case was taken 
up for hearing on 22-8-2007, learned counsels representing 
both the parties remained absent and therefore, arguments 
w'ere taken as heard and case is posted this day for award. 

8. As noted above, the Domestic Enquiry'conducted 
against the first party come to be sot aside not being fair 
and proper and therefore, in the face of the aforesaid finding 
recorded by this tribunal, the only course available to the 
management was to establish the charges of misconduct 
leveled against the first party by leading fresh evidence on 
the merits of the case. As noted above, the management 
did not take any plea in its counter statement seeking 
permission of this tribunal to lead fresh evidence on merits, 
in case, the DE was set aside. That apart, there was no 
attempt made on the part of the management seeking such 
a permission from this tribunal even after, the DE was set 
aside and w hen the matter came to be posted to hear on 
merits or up till this date. Therefore, proceedings of enquiry 
being set aside, enquiry findings based on those 
proceedings holding the workman guilty' of the charges of 
misconduct leveled against him survive no more and in the 
result, the punishment order passed against the first parly 
based on those findings of the enquiry officer become 
illegal and invalid. In the result, it g :es without saying that 
the impugned punishment order passed against the first 
party' is illegal and void ab initio. 
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9. Since the punishment order is held to be illegal 
and void, the natural corollary would be the reinstatement 
of the first party into the serv ices of the management. 

10. As far as relief of back wages is concerned, 
there is again no evidence let on behalf of the management 
to show that the first party has been gainfully employed 
when he was out of the serv ice of the management from 
the date of impugned punishment order. The first part)’ in 
his Claim Statement at para 12 stated that he is a poor 
employee having no source of income and his only source 
of income has been snatched away by the management by 
removing him from service. The fact that the first part)', 
worked as a Peon and he is an illiterate man not denied and 
cannot be denied by the management. Therefore, it cannot 
be said that he could have got any gainful employment 
after he was removed from service. In the result, keeping in 
view the above said factors, he cannot be denied the back 
wages from the date of his removal from serv ice till the date 
he is to be reinstated in service along w ith continuity of 
service and other consequential benefits. Hence the 
following aw ard: 

AWARD 

The management is directed to reinstate the first 
party in its serv ices with full back wages from the date of 
impugned punishment order till the date of his reinstatement 
with continuity of service and other consequential benefits. 
No costs. 

(Dictated to PA. transcribed by her. corrected and 
signed by me on 17th September, 2007.) 

A. R. SIDD1QUI, Presidi ng Officer 
ferft, 26 fadMt, 2007 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2007 

S.O. 3082.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 14/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, New' Delhi as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Central Public Works Department and their w orkman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 26-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/21/2004-1R (CM-II)1 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR. Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM- 
LABOURCOURT-H, NEW DELHI 

PRESENT: 

R N. Rai, Presiding Officer 

I.D. No. 14/2005 

Sh. B. K. Prasad — 1st Party 
Sh. Ashwani Bhardwaj — Ilnd Party' 

In the matter of: 

Ms. Sapna. 

C/o General Secretary; 

CPWD Mazdoor Union, 

Room No. 95, 1/10. 

Jamnagar House. Shahjahan Road. 

New Delhi. 

Versus 

1 The Director General of Works. 

Central .Public Works Department, 

Nirman Bhavvan, 

New Delhi-110011. 

2. The Executive Engineer. D-Division, 

Central Public Works Department, 

D-11/26, Flat Kidwai Nagar. 

New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/21/ 
2004-IR (CM-II) Central Government dt. 19-1-2005 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder: 

"Whether the action of the management of Central 
Public Works Department. D-Division. Kidwai Nagar. 
New Delhi in terminating the services of Ms. Sapna, 
Typist vv.e.f. 30-06-2001 instead of regularizing her, 
services is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief 
she is entitled and from which date T 

The workman applicant has filed claim statement. In 
the claim statement it has been stated that Ms. Sapna was 
initially employed vv.e.f. 1-10-1994 under the above 
management for the work of Hindi dnd English typing etc. 

That she is having the qualification of 10th class 
pass and the typing test was also passed the Board 
Examination conducted by the National Open School so 
she is qualified in Hindi typist test. Copy of the certificate 
issued by the National Open School and Mark Sheet are 
annexed as Annexure-A & B respectively. 
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That Ms. Sapna has also registered her name in the 
Employment Exchange. Copy ofEmployment Exchange card 
is annexed as Annexure-C. 

That the workman Ms. Sapna also belongs to the 
S.C. category' and certificate issued by the Sub-Divisional 
Magistrate is also enclosed as Annexure-D with this claim 
application. 

That the workman Ms. Sapna has been performing 
her duties of Hindi and English typing regularly and 
sometime she has been also performing the duty of store 
w ork for distribution of stationary, etc. 

That the reguiar/work charged employees are also 
performing the duty' of Enquiry Clerk and have been getting 
their wages in the time scale in the grade attached with the 
Lower Division Clerk. ' 

The qualification of regular Low er Division Clerks 
are l()th pass so she is also having the proper qualification 
to absorb for the work of L. D ,C. 

That in CPWD the daily rate workers performing 
their duties on muster roll and Hand Receipt were also 
getting their wages in the time scale attached to the Lower 
Division Clerk from time to time but Ms. Sapna has been 
denied equal pay for equal work as she is also working on 
the same footing. 

That after the judgement of Hon Tie Supreme Court 
dated 17-1-1986 in the matter of Surinder Singh & Others 
all the workmen employed on the muster roll or Hand 
Receipt as daily rated workers have been getting their wages 
in the pay scale of Rs. 950-1500 and after revision w.e.f. 
1-1-1996 were getting the wages in the time scale of 
Rs. 3050-4590 except increment but the w orkman Ms. Sapna 
is denied even minimum wages fixed by the appropriate 
Govt, from time to time for the clerical job w'hich is also 
against the equal pay for equal work as prescribed in Equal 
Pay Remuneration Act. 1976being a female w orker because 
the other male worker are getting higher wages in the time 
ssale as per the judgment and order of Hon’ble Supreme 
Court dated 17-1-1996. 

That the management has also been discriminating 
in the payment of pay and allowances as prescribed in 
Equal Remuneration Act, 1976. These type of 
discrimi nation is not permissible even under the Act and is 
also violative of natural rights granted by the Constitution 
offndia in Part III. 

That only to deny the same wages and facilities, the 
workmen have been engaged on so-called contract basis 
on the regular job which is unfair labour practice under the 
5 th Schedule of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

That after the judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court 
dated 17-1 -86. all the above workmen had got arrears of the 
wages in the old pay scale of Rs. 950-1500 and fitter revision 
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w.e.f. 1-1-96 yvere getting the wages in the time scale of 
Rs. 30504590. 

That Hon’ble Supreme Court vide their order dated 
17-1-86 had also directed the management and hoped that 
Government will take appropriate action to regularize the 
services of those workmen who have been in continuous 
service/employment for more than 6 months. 

That the management did not regularize the services 
of the workmen in the time scale attached to the grade even 
though she is having all essential qualifications and other 
eligibility conditions and continuously working w.e.f. 
1 -10-94 and denial her the benefits of regular workman is 
unfair labour practice adopted by the above management 
and is contrary to .the provision of Industrial Disputes Act. 
1947. 

That the workman has been performing her duties 
under the above management directly and her duty hour 
starts from 10 .AM to 5.30 PM and sometimes she also 
performed her duties even after duty hours for the exigency' 
ofwork and she has been getting even less minimum w ages 
fixed for clerical w ork by the appropriate Government under 
the Minimum Wages Act. but other Muster Roll and Hand 
Receipt worker performing the same duty under the 
different divisions of Director General (Works) of CPWD 
and getting their wages in the time scale except increment 
from the date of their initial employment. Tins action of the 
management is discriminatory' and unlawful. 

That the claim of the workman is genuine for 
regularization and classification by grades as the same is 
provided under Item-7 of 3rd Schedule under Section 7 A 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

That the dispute for grant of regularization of services 
and equal pay for equal work was raised before the 
Conciliation Officer on 10th May, 2001, and also requested 
for not to change the service conditions either by giving 
artificial break and change of mode of payment, or 
termination without taking prior permission before the 
Cancellation Officer as per Section-33. Copy of the said 
statement of claim is also annexed as Annexure-E. 

That during the pendency of the said dispute, 
management terminated the service of workman w.e.f. 
30-6-2001, without taking prior permission from the 
Cancellation Officer-cum-Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central), New Delhi, under Section 23 under Industrial 
Disputed Act. Copy of E O. C. Report (Part-I) submitted 
by the Cancellation Officer-cum-Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central) to the Secretary', Govt of India, 

' Ministry of Labour. Shram Shakti B ha wan, Rafi Marg, New 
Delhi, which proves the management terminated the 
services of workmen during the conciliation proceedings 
without taking prior permission under Section 33 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, is also annexed as Annexure-E 
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That the workman had completed more than 240 days 
in each of the year within 12 months and the management 
also did not pay one month notice or one month pay in lieu 
of notice and compensation etc. as provided under Section 
25F of the Industrial Disputes Act. On this account also 
the termination/retrenchment of workman w.e.f. 30-6-2001 
is illegal as well as unjustified. 

That the violation of Section 33 of Industrial Dispute 
Act while not taking prior permission before the 
Cancellation Officer-cum-Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central), the termination order of services of Ms. Sapna, 
Typist w.e.f. 30-6-2001 is non est, so the workman has to be 
treated on job with full back wages and continuity of service. 


The Management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has been stated that the applicant was 
never employed by this office and hence never attended 
this office as our employed worker in any capacity. The 
Executive Engineer in CPWD is not competent to make 
appointment to the post of LDC/Typisl as such there had 
never been any relationship between Ms. Sapna and CPWD 


as employee and employer. The applicant used to do typing 
work from her home/office and was paid accordingly with 


respect to quantum of work done. 


That the workman was terminated with a view to 
teach her lesson for approaching her rightful claim for 
regularizationbefore the Conciliation Officer-aim-Assistant 
Labour Commission (Central) which action of the 
management is also unfair labour practice as per Item 11 
listed as unfair labour practice in the 5th Schedule of 
Section 2(ra) of Industrial Disputes Ad 1947. Itefn 11 ofthe 
5th Schedule is reproduced as under ■ 


‘"To discharge or discriminate against any workman 
for filing charges or testify against an employer in 
any enquiry 1 or proceedings relating to any industrial 
disputes” 


That instead of action of management of CPWD, 
D-Division, Kidwai Nagar, New Delhi and terminating the 
sendees of Ms. Sapna, Typist w.e.f. 30-6-2001 instead of 
regularizing her services is illegal as well as unjustified. 


That after termination of services of workman, the 
workman remains unemployed, so she is entitled to 
reinstatement with full back wages and continuity of sendee 
along with all consequential benefits. 


No comments since the applicant was not on the 
Roll of this office. 


The details of her qualification are irrelevant.. 

The details are irrelevant her name was never 
sponsored to this office against any vacancy. 


The applicant has not been employed in any category 
by this office. Hence, no comments. 

The contents of this para have no relevance as the 
LDCs are appointed through competitive exam, being 
conducted by the Staff Selection Commission. As such 
regularizing of Ms. Sapna as LDC/Typist in CPWD would 
be tantamount to back door entry. 

The contents of the para are also irrelevant as 
mentioned in para-3 above. 

The para is irrelevant hence no comments. 

The para is also denied since the applicant has never 
been engaged as a daily rated labourer or otherwise in any 
capacity. 

The applicant has never been employed or engaged 
as worker on basis for the full time payments hence this 
case has no similarity with the Supreme Court Judgment 
mentioned in this para. 

Ms Sapna was never engaged on contract either. 
No such contract was signed with her of any kind. Hence 
her statement is misleading. 

The claim is denied as per the above paras. 

The applicant has never been employed ih any 
capacity. It is not the similar case as mentioned in the para. 
Hence the claim is denied. 

The averments of this para are also vehemently 
denied and the statement made in the above mentioned 
para are reiterated. 

The claim of the applicants is fake and not tenab’e in 
view of the statement made above. She was never employed 
in this office and hence not attending this office as an 
employed worker. 

Since the applicant has never been employed by this 
Division, the changing of service condition does not arise. 

Since the applicant has never been engaged on daily 
vvages/monthly wages for'the full time, the question of 
either termination or retrenchment does not arise. 

It is incorrect to say that Ms. Sapna was terminated 
w.e.f. 30-6-01. In fact she was never given any appointment 
in the department and therefore question of her termination 
does not arise. Such types of false claims are only cooked 
up to frame the false claim. 

Since there was neither appointment nor termination 
in the case of Ms. Sapna, the question of any mandatory 
notice or salary in lieu of that does not arise. As such her 
claim under Section 25F of Industrial Dispute Act therefore 
does not apply in this case. 


This office has nothing to do with her cost in any Ms. Sapna was never employee of this department 

ua staled iu the a Dove para. Therefore, there is no question 


case. 
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of treating her continuously in the job. The claim may 
therefore be rejected please. 

As stated in the above paras that there was neither 
appointment nor termination, therefore, the question of 
any action with a revengeful attitude against her does not 
arise. 

As stated in the above paras, since Ms. Sapna was 
neither appointed nor terminated, hence there is no illegal 
action on the part of the department in any way. 

Since there is no appointment and no termination in 
the case of Ms. Sapna, her employment or unemployment 
at any stage is none of the concerned of this department . 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In the 
rejoinder she has reiterated the averments of her claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard argument from both the sides and perused the 
papers on the record. 

From perusal of the pleadings of the parties the 
following issues arise for adjudication : 

(1) Whether the workman applicant has performed 
her duties as a Typist for 240 days as alleged ? 

(2) Whether the workman applicant is entitled to 
reinstatement/regularization ? 

(3) Whether the workman applicant is entitled to 
‘Equal Pay for Equal Work’ ? 

(4) To what amount of backwages the workman 
applicant is entitled ? 

(5) Relief if any ? 

ISSUE NO. 1 

It. was submitted from the side of the workman 
applicant that she worked continuously from 1-10-1994 to 
30-6-2001 in the office of the Executive Engineer, CPWD. 
The w orkman has filed certificate issued by the Executive 
Engineer dated 20-9-1997. This photocopy certificate has 
not been denied. The Executive Engineer has certified that 
the w orkman applicant was w orking continuously on job 
work of typing English and Hindi from 30-10-1996 to 
14-5-1997. The Executive Engineer has issued another 
certificate dated 28-11-2000. It has been certified by the 
Executive Engineer that the w orkman applicant has worked 
on job work of typing English and Hindi in the division 
w.e f 1-10-1999 to 30-5-2000. 

Thus, it is amply proved by these two certificates 
that the workman applicant has worked for 240 days in the 
year 1996-97 and 240 days in the year 1999 - 2000 . 


MW1 has admitted in his cross-examination that 
Ms. Sapna was performing duties under the Electrical 
Engineer w.e.f. 1-10-1994 to 30-6-2001 on job basis. 
According to the statement of the management witness 
the workman applicant performed her duties from 1-10-1994 
to 30-6-2001 on job basis. 

The case of the management is that she w as assigned 
work and she performed this work and payment was made 
to the workman applicant for alleged job. All the payments 
have been made by the management. ' 

It was the duty of the management to file vouchers/ 
slips to show 3 4 5 * 7 that payment to the workman has been made 
oA job basis for the assigned works. 

The workman has filed affidavit that payment w as 
made to her monthly. In case payment was made to her on 
job basis the management should have filed such document 
and as the same may be in possession of the management. 

MW 1 has admitted that she worked from 1 -10-1994 
to 30-6-2001 and her services were terminated on 30-6-2001 
while dispute was pending before the Conciliator. The 
management has acted in breach of Section 33 (l)(b) which 
is a penal provision. Howev er, the workman applicant should 
have raised this point before the Conciliator. 

From the admission of MW1 and two certificates 
issued by the management, it stands amply proved that 
the workman applicant discharged her duties regularly and 
she performed 240 days work atleast in the years 1995. 
1996,1997,1998,1999and2000. Her services were terimnaled 
illegally on 30-6-2001 as she raised the dispute before the 
Conciliator. The workman has performed 240 days work in 
almost six years. 

There is no evidence that the workman applicant 
worked on job basis as is the case of the management. The 
Executive Engineer has admitted that she was a hard worker 
and she worked continuously. MW1 has also admitied 
that she performed her duties continuously from 1-10-1994 
to 30-6-2001. She may have not worked for 240 days in the 
year 1994 and 2001 but she has performed 240 days work in 
the years 1995, 1996,1997,1998,1999 and 2000. 

This issue is decided accordingly. 

-ISSUENO. 2: # 

The reference is regarding holding action of the 
management illegal and for regularization of the workman 

In view 7 of the Constitution Bench Judgment of Uma 
Devi’s case, there is no question of regularization as the 
workman has not worked for 10 years and above. 

It has been held in this judgment as under: 

, “Regularisation—Temporary employee/Contract ual 

worker—U nless the appointment is in terms of the 

relevant rules and after a proper competition among 
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qualified persons, the same would not confer any 
right on the appointee. If it is a contractual 
appointment, the appointment comes to an end at 
the end of the contract, if it were an engagement or 
appointment on daily wages or casual basis, the same 
would come to an end when it is discontinued— 
Merely because a temporary employee or a casual 
wage worker is continued for a time beyond the term 
of his appointment, he would not be entitled to be 
absorbed in regular service or made permanent, 
merely on the strength of such continuance, if the 
original appointment was not made by following a 
due process of selection as envisaged by the relevant 
rules. 

(f) 'High Courts acting under Article 226 of the 
Constitution of India, should not ordinarily 
issue directions for absorption, regularization, 
or permanent continuance unless the 
recruitment itself was made regularly and in 
terms of the constitutional scheme. Merely 
because, an employee had continued under 
cover of an order of Court, he would not be 
entitled to any right to be absorbed or made 
permanent in the service. ’ 

(g) It has been specifically held in this judgment 
as under: 

‘Secondly, an ad hoc or temporary employee 
should not be replaced by another ad hoc or 
temporary employee; he must be replaced only 
by a regularly selected employee. This is 
necessary to avoid arbitrary action on the part 
of the appointing authority'. ’ 

It has been held in this judgment that in case workman 
has worked for 10 years without the orders of the court the 
government may consider the feasibility of regularization 
of such workman. In the instant case the workman applicant 
has not worked for 10 years so in view of the constitution 
bench judgment the workman applicant is not entitled to 
regularization. 

The reference is for regularization but reinstatement 
is incidental to regularization. The workman applicant has 
not completed 10 years of service so in view of the judgment 
of the Hon’ble Apex Court (2006) 4 SCC she is not entitled 
to regularization but she is entitled to reinstatement in view 
of section 25F of the ID Act, 1947. She has performed 240 
days work in several years but she has not been paid one 
month’s pay in lieu of notice and retrenchment 
compensation. Section 10(4) of the ID Act, 1947 provides 
as under:— 

Section 10(4) 

“Where in an order referring an industrial dispute to 
a Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal under 


this section or in a subsequent order, the appropriate 
government has specified the points of dispute for 
adjudication, the Labour Court or the Tribunal or the 
National Tribunal, as the case may be, shall confine 
its adjudication to those points and matters 
incidental thereto.” 

It is provided u/s 10(4) of the ID Act, 1947 that the 
Tribunal shall confine its adjudication on those points and 
matters incidental thereto. The reference has been sent for 
considering the. regularization of the workman no doubt 
but reinstatement is a matter incidental thereto. In case it is 
not possible to give the benefit of regularization to the 
workman she can be reinstated on this reference as the 
matter is incidental to the main reference. 

It is settled law that in case a workman has completed 
240 days work and one month’s pay in lieu of notice and 
retrenchment compensation has not been given to him/ 
her, he/she is entitled to reinstatement. There is no cessation 
of service in case retrenchment compensation has not been 
paid. 

In 2000 LLR 523 State of U.P. and Rajender Singh the 
Hon’ble Apex Court ordered for reinstatement with lull 
back wages as the services of the daily wager cleaner who 
worked for 4 years was dispensed with without following 
the procedure for retrenchment. In the instant case also no 
retrenchment compensation has been paid. This case law 
squarely covers the instant case. 

It has been held in 1978 Lab IC 1668 that in case 
service of a workman is terminated illegally the normal rule 
is to reinstate him with lull back wages. 

In AIR 2002 SC 1313 the Hon’ble Supreme Court has 
held that daily wager even if serving for a short period 
should be reinstated. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that in 
the instant case Sections 25F. G of the ID Act are attracted. 
In section 25 of the ID Act it has been provided that if a 
workman has performed 240 days work and if the work is of 
continuous and regular nature he should be given pay in 
lieu of notice and retrenchment compensation. 

It has been held by the Hon’ble Apex Court that 
there is no cessation of service in case provisions of section 
25F are not complied. In the instant case no compensation 
has been paid to the workman. 

In case a workman has worked for 240 days in a year 
and the work is of continuous and regular nature he should 
be paid retrenchment compensation. In case retrenchment 
compensation is not paid section 25F of the ID Act is 
attracted. There is no cessation of his services. He is 
deemed continued in service in the eye oflavv. In case there 
is breach of section 25F the service is continued and 
reinstatement follows as a natural consequence. 
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ID Act, 1947 has been enacted to safeguard the 
interest of the workmen belonging to poor segment of 
society. It appears that legislature wanted that such 
workmen should not be harassed unnecessarily so Sections 
25F, U, T and Clause 10 of Vth Schedule have been enacted. 
The objects and reasons of ID Act, 1947 show that the 
respondent management should not be permitted to indulge 
in any unfair labour practice. The workmen should not be 
engaged for years and then they should be removed all of 
a sudden. There is provision of retrenchment compensation 
for his removal. Retrenchment compensation is for 
compeifcating him otherwise so that he can survive long 
interregnum of unemployment. In the instant case no 
retrenchment compensation has been paid. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the Hoh’bie Apex Court in 2006(4) Scale has put down 
a complete ban on regularization and reinstatement. The 
Hon'ble Apex Court has held that employment can only be 
made on the basis of procedure established in that behalf 
envisaged by the Constitution. Equality of opportunity is 
the hallmark and the Constitution enshrines affirmative 
action to ensure that uncquals arc not treated equals. So 
public employment should be in terms of constitutional 
scheme. 

it was further submitted that the Constitution Bench 
Judgment has afforded a right according to which the 
government is not precluded from making temporarv 
appointments or engaging workers on daily wages. 

The Hon'ble Apex Court has not declared the 
provisions of ID Act un-constitutional. The Government 
has got no license to make always appointment of daily 
wagers and to conunue them for life time. Fixed term tenure 
appointments and temporary' appointments cannot be the- 
rule of public employment. At the time of making temporary 
appointments Articles 14, 16', 21, 23, 226 and 309 are 
infringed. There is no constitutional mandate that the 
government is at liberty to go on giving‘fixed term 
appointments for the entire tenure of serv ice of an 
employee. 

No such Article of the Constitution lias been pointed 
out under which the Gov ernment or Public Sector units 
can continue incessantly to give temporary and fixed term 
appointments again and again. Since fixed lerm 
appointments and temporary appointments are not 
governed by any constitutional scheme, such 
discrimination will amount to vicious discretion. The 
Government of Public Sector unit will go on resorting to 
the method of pick and choose policy and giv e temporary 
an ad hoc appointments to their favorites and thus the 
principles of equality enshrined in the constitution will be 
given a go bye. Such is not the intent of the Hon 'ble Apex 
Court. However, in this judgment the provisions of the ID 
Act governing the serv ices of the workman have not been 
declared un-constitutional. Reinstatement is the remedy 


provided in the ID Act for breach of several provisions 
enumerated therein or for breach of service rules provided 
in various labour welfare legislations. 

Section 11A of the ID Act stipulates that in case the 
Tribunal is satisfied that the order of discharge or dismissal 
was not justified, it may, by its award, set aside the order of 
discharge or dismissal and direct reinstatement of the 
workman on such terms and conditions, if any, as it thinks 
fit or give such other relief to the workman including the 
award of any lesser punishment in lieu of discharge or 
dismissal as the circumstances of the case may require. 
According to this benign provision this Tribunal has the 
authority to set aside the order of discharge or dismissal 
and reinstate the workman on the terms and conditions as 
it thinks fit. 

< 

The Hon'ble Apex Court in 2006(4) Scale has not 
annulled Section 11A of the ID Act and the legislature has 
authorized this Tribunal to set aside dismissal or discharge 
on its consideration and direct reinstatement. The judgment 
cited by the management is not applicable in the facts and 
circumstances of the case. 

Reinstatement should not be misconceived as 
regularization. By the order of reinstatement the status quo 
ante of the workman is restored. He is given back wages in 
order to compensate him for his illegal disengagement. This 
is a special remedy provided in ID Act and it has not been 
annulled and set aside by any judgment of the Hon’ble 
Apex Court. The provisions of the ID Act are still 
constitutional and they are to be given effect too. The 
work of typing Hindi and English is a continuous nature of 
work. 

In view of the law cited above and the facts pertaining 
in this case, the workman is entitled to reinstatement. 

This issue is decided accordingly. 

ISSUE NO. 3 

The workman has admitted in her cross-examination 
that she appeared 2-3 times in the SSC examination and she 
was not able to pass the same. It is vivid from her admission 
that she could not qualify SSC examination, so she was not 
found legible by the SSC for regular appointment. It 
indicates that she was not proficient in her work. She is a 
Typist. She may be doing ty ping work off and on for her 
subsistence. 

It has been held in 1998 IILLJ 633 by the Hon'ble 
Apex Court as under: 

Equal Pay for Equal Work: principle—If there is clear- 
cut difference in recruitment qualifications, regarding 
experience as well as educational qualification, 
between two sets of employees, there cannot be 
automatic linkage and. parity of treatment for 
retrospective revision of pay scales—To grant relief 
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in such circumstances would result in reverse 
discrimination in favour of claimants to relief.” 

It has been held in (2003) 6 SC 123 as under:— 


From perusal of this judgment of the Hon’ble Apex 
Court, it becomes quite obvious that after establishing 
complete and wholesale identity, identical pay scales can 
be decided. The workman applicant has not been selected 
through regular process of recruitment. She was engaged 
for the work of typing. She has not passed SSC examination. 

In the circumstances the workman applicant is not 
entitled to “equal pay for equal work” since her engagement. 

This issue is decided accordingly. 

ISSUE NO. 4 

It was submitted by the management that payment 
of full back wages is not the natural consequence of the 
order of discharge or dismissal being set aside. It has been 
held in (2003) 6 SCC 141 that it is incumbent upon the 
labour court to decide the quantum of back wages. 

It has been further held in this case that payment of 
back wages having discretionary' element involved it is to 
be dealt with the facts and circumstances of the case. No 
definite formula can be evolved. 

It has been further held in this case that payment of 
back wages in its entirely is the statutory' sanction. In (2003) 
4 SCC 27 the Hon’ble Apex Court held that in view of delay 
in raising the dispute and initiating the proceedings back 
wages need not be allowed. In the instant case there is no 
delay at least on the part of the workman in raising the 
dispute. 

In 1978 Lab IC 1968—three Judges Bench of the 
Hon’ble Apex Court held that payment of full back wages 
is the normal rule. In case services have been illegally 
terminated either by dismissal or discharge or retrenchment, 
in such circumstances the workman is entitled to full back 
wages except to the extent he was gainfully employed 
during the enforced idleness. In the instant case the 
workman was always ready to work but he was not 
permitted on account of invalid act of the employer. In 2005 
IV AD SC 39—three Judges Bench of the Hon’ble Apex 
Court held that reinstatement with full back wages is 


justified. In this case the workman has performed more 
than 240 days work and he has been retrenched without 
payment of compensation and pay in lieu of notice. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that reinstatement is not the only remedy. In such cases 
the workman may be given compensation. Section 11A of 
the ID Act, 1947 provides that in case of dismissal or 
discharge is found illegal reinstatement should be ordered. 
It has been held in a catena of cases by the Hon’ble Apex 
Court that reinstatement with full back wages is the normal 
rule. The statute provides for reinstatement. In certain 
exceptional cases where the undertaking has been closed 
down or it has become sick there may be order for payment 
of compensation. 

In view of the facts and circumstances of the case 
the workman is entitled to 25% back wages. 

This issue is decided accordingly. 

ISSUE NO. 5 

The workman is entitled to reinstatement vy.e.f. 
30-6-2001 alongwith 2 5% back wages. The management 
should reinstate the workman w.e.f. 30-6-2001. 

V 

This issue is decided accordingly. 

The reference is replied thus: 

The action of the management of Central Public 
Works Department, D-Division, Kidwai Nagar, New Delhi 
in terminating the services of Ms. Sapna, Typist w.e.f. 
30-6-2001 instead of regularizing her services is neither 
legal nor justified. The management should reinstate the 
workman applicant w.e.f. 30-6-2001 alongwith 25% back 
wages within two months from the date of the publication 
of the aw ard. 

The award is given accordingly. 

Date: 14-9-2007 R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

fa#, 27 2007 

■^T.3tT. 3083. —1947 ( 1947 
^T14) eft 17 % 3P 

■ffe^TT % wicpt % % #3, 

3Tfq^^^.-II,^Ti5hT5%' t r^ (■*hr4w®n~531/2005) 
Wftlct Wt t, 27-9-2007 TTRT 

§3Tr*TTI 

[■*?. tret 12012/14/1994-311$ 31TC (^t.-I)J 


“The principle of equal pay for equal work” is not 
always easy to apply. There are inherent difficulties 
in comparing and evaluating the work done by 
different persons in different organizations, or even 
in the same organization. It is a concept which 
requires for its applicability complete and wholesale 
identity between a group of employees claiming 
identical pay scales and the other group of employees 
who have already earned such pay scales. The 
problem about equal pay cannot always be translated 
into a mathematical formula.” 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. * 3083.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 531/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-11, 
Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of India, 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-12012/14/1994-DR (B-1)] 
AJAY KUMAR. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-11, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
Case No. I. D. No. 531/2005 
Registered on 20-8-2005 

DateofOrder: 13-8-2007 

Rajbir represented by 

State Bank of India Staff Congress. 

1304, Scctor-23-B, 

Chandigarh ... Petitioner 

Versus 

State Bank oflndia. 

through General Manager. 

Planning. Local Head Office, 

Sector-17. Chandigarh ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. Raj Kaushik. Advocate 

For the Management : Shri D. V. Mehta, Advocate 
AWARD 

Whether the action of Management of SBI Local 
Head Office, Sector 17. Chandigarh in terminating the 
services of Shri Rajbi r engaged as a Sw eeper in Local Head 
Office. SBI Chandigarh w.c.f. 1st January, 1987 is legally 
just and valid ? If not. then to what relief the workman is 
entitled and from which date," is the reference received 
from Ministry of Labour Government oflndia vide their 
No. L-12012/14/94-IR(B-I) dated 1st June, 1995. The 
Government has desired of this Tribunal to adjudicate upon 
this reference and reply. 

Notices were issued to the parties to come and assist 
this Tribunal in answering the reference. The parties 
appeared through their representatives and counsels from 
time to time and filed their statements of claim and counter 
claims. The Management rebutted the claim of the w orkman 
Both the parties filed affidavits in support of their claims, 
the workman filed his own affidavit whereas the 
Management filed the affidavit of Shri A. S. Kumaria, 


Assistant General Manager. One Shri Trimal Singh also 
filed their affidavit in support of the claim of the workman. 

Stated in brief, the claim of the workman is that he 
was employed as sweeper by the Management in their 
Local Head Office, Chandigarh on 1st Feb., 1987 and was 
allowed to work till 30th November, 1987. He continuously 
worked for 240 days but his services were terminated 
without following the provisions of Section 25-F of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for short “Act”. He further 
claims that he was not given appointment nor termination 
orders; that the Management retained Shri Surinder in their 
sen ice although he was four months’ junior to him. Thus 
they violated the principle of “first come last go”. It is 
further stated by him that in the year 1988 he was again 
engaged for one and half month, on half scale wages, in 
the temporary' capacity w.e.f. 26th June, 1989 and his 
services were terminated after he served the Management 
for two months and that the work for which he was engaged 
was of a permanent nature, therefore, the Management 
could not bring the same in the preview of Section 2(oo)(bb) 
of the Act. They violated the provisions of the Act by 
engaging fresh hands and ignored the claim of the workman. 
It is further alleged by him that although he was appointed 
as a sweeper and so was entitled to the wages according to 
the scales meant for sweepers but the Management paid 
him 12 Rupees a day. He was also engaged in the year 1989. 
His termination was an unfair labour practice. The prayer 
of the workman is that of the order of terminating his 
services be declared as illegal, unjustified and an unfair 
labour practice. He may be allowed full wages and all other 
consequential benefits. 

The Management has opposed the claim of the 
w orkman. It is their case that the workman was engaged as 
a Casual Labour for 73 days from 16th February', 1987 to 
17th May, 1987 on wages at the rate of Rs. 12 per day. He 
also w orked for them for 33 days on half scale from 26th 
June, 1989 to 28th July, i 989. His services were discontinued 
w hen not required. That he did not serve the Management 
for 240 days in 12 months preceding the date of his 
disengagement. It is further their claim that the dispute has 
been raised belatedly, that is, after more than 7 years, 
therefore, the same is bad for latches. On merit it is 
their submission that since the workman did not perform 
duties for 240 days preceding the date of his 
disengagement, therefore, he is not entitled to the protection 
under Section 25-F of the Act. Denying that they had not 
followed the principle of last come first go it is stated by 
them that the workman had also served the Management 
as a part time sw eeper from 26th June, 1982 to 28th July, 
1989, besides he has rendered service during the year 1987. 
They further denied that the Management had recruited 
fresh sweeper, ft is further their case that the workman was 
not entitled to full scale wages nor the Management 
followed unfair labour practice. They have prayed that since 
the workman has no right to enforce, therefore, his petition 
may be dismissed with cost. 
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As stated above the workman appeared as a witness. 
He also produced Trimal Singh as his witness. In his own 
statement the workman admitted that he had served the 
Management from 16th May, 1987 to 17th May. 1987 and 
from June to October in the year 1989. He further admitted 
that he was paid wages at the rate of Rs. 12 but claimed that 
he had worked for the management upto 1991. His witness 
Trimal Singh in cross examination stated that he knew the 
workman since 1979. He however could not say whether 
the workman Rajbir was a regular employee of the Bank, 
but asserted that Rajbir had worked in the OMB Branch in 
the local headquarter building, Chandigarh. 

The witness for the Management A.K. Kumaria 
deposed that the workman was engaged on 16th Feb., 1987 
and he had served upto 17th May, 1987 as a Casual worker. 
He denied that the workman had served the Management 
upto 4th Dec., 1987. He however admitted that the workman 
had also served the Management from 26th June, 1989 
upto 28th July, 1989, but as a part time worker. He denied 
that the workman had served upto October, 1989. He showed 
his inability to say anything about exhibit W-2, the 
statements certified by the officers of the Management, 
without examining the record. He also could not say whether 
anybody was disengaged after the disengagement of the 
workman. He admitted that the Management had not issued 
any notice to the workman nor any inquiry was held against 
him. He also showed his want of knowledge that the 
employees union had an agreement with the Management 
that all those who had served them for 240 days w ere to be 
regularised in service. He further stated that during his 
tenure fresh recruitment of sweepers was done. He amid 
also not say in what circumstances the workman was 
disengaged. He denied to have withheld the record 
pertaining to the attendance of the workman. He admitted 
that Messrs Pal and Ranbir were working with the 
management but he could not say that they were engaged 
after the disengagement of the workman. 

After going through the evidence of the parties, both 
oral and documentary, I find that the evidence produced 
does not relate to the date of disengagement of the workman 
as noted in the reference. According to the reference the 
workman was disengaged by the management on 
1st January, 1987. As per his own statement the workman 
had served the Management from 16th Feb., 1987. He 
nowhere claimed that he had served the Management till 
1st January, 1987 when his services were terminated by the 
Management. There is absolutely no evidence to show 
that the workman had served the management for 240 days 
within 12 months preceding 1st January, 1987. Neither there 
is a reference about the violation of provisions of Sub¬ 
section G and H of the Act by the management nor there is 
any evidence to show that the management had retained 
the juniors of the workman in sen ice whereas they 
terminated the services of the workman. There is also no 


evidence to show that arty fresh candidate was engaged 
without providing opportunity to the workman to serve. 
The allegations thus made by the workman in this regard is 
also not proved. 

The counsel for the workman, during the course of 
argument, submitted that the relevant date given in the 
reference has been incorrectly stated as the claim of the 
workman was that he was disengaged on 1st January, 1991. 
On record I do not find any evidence to this effect nor the 
workman, at this stage, raise such a claim. Moreover 
without the modification of the reference, this Tribunal 
cannot go into this aspect. Besides there is no evidence to 
show that the workman had served the Management of 
240 days preceding even 1st January, 1991. The substance 
of the statement of the workman has been given above 
according to which the workman is shown to have worked 
in the year 1987. He, however, claimed that he had worked 
upto the year 1991, but without any evidence to show that. 
Even if it is presumed that the relevant date in the reference 
should have been 1st January, 1991, then also I say, that 
there is no evidence that the management had disengaged 
the workman on that day without following the provisions 
of Section 25-F of the Act. The workman has placed on 
record a number of statements shown to have been attested 
by the officer of the Management. These statements also 
are of no help to the workman as they relate to the period 
■ onward 1st January, 1987. This statement however does 
not carry the clear date nor the period so show n is relevant 
to the relevant date as given in the reference. To my mind 
these statements are also not helpful to the workman. 

After going through the evidence brought on record 
I am of the opinion that the workman has failed to show' 
that the Management had disengaged the workman on 
1st January, 1987, without following the provisions of law 
and principles of natural justice. The workman has also 
failed to prove that on the relevant date he had put in 
continuous sendee of240 days in 12 months preceding the 
said date, therefore he was entitled to.tHe protection under 
Section 25-F of the Act. In the circumstances he is entitled 
to no relief. The award is passed in these terms. Let a copy 
of this award be sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary 
action and file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

^i -feh, 27 fttcIMt, 2007 
cFT.3ift. 3084.—1947 (1947 
^T14) 17 % 

frit# alri 

lUehK , aflrilPw atffFOT 2, ^ u gPks % w 

#@11-975/2005) ^ ^ 

27-9-2007 TJRT |>3TT «TT I 

[#. 42012/158/2001-an^ 3tR (#frlpT-II)] 


4114 G1/07—7 



8926 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 20,2007/ASVINA 28,1929 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


-p-— 

New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3084. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 975/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management 
of Central Sheep & Wool Research Institute and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L42012/158/2001-IR (CM-D)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM- 
LABOURCOURT-IJ, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

CaseLD. No. 975/2005 

Registered on: 15-9-2005 

Date of Decision: 18-7-2007 

Dolu Ram S/o Shri Kateku Ram 
R/o Village Khelnu, 

PO Garsa, 

Tehsil and District Kullu, H.P. ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, 

CSSRI, Avikanagar, 

Tehsil Maipura, 

District Tonk, 

Rajasthan ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. Y.S. Bajwa, AR 
For the Management : Mr. RK. Sharma. AR 
AWARD 

The following dispute has been received from 
Ministry of Labour, Government of India for adjudication 
vide their order No. L-42012/158/2001-IR (CM-II) dated 
6th August, 2002: 

“Whether the action of the Management of North 
Temperate Regional Station, Central Sheep & Wool 
Research Institute, Garsa District, Kullu (H.P.) 
represented through the Head North Temperate, 
Regional Station, Garsa and the Director, Central 
Sheep and Wool Research Institute, Avikanagar, 
Tehsil Maipura, District Tonk, Rajasthan in 
terminating the services of Shri Dolu Ram S/o 
Shri Kateku Ram w.e.f. 1st July, 1998 is just and 
legal ? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to 
and from which date V 


In response to the notice issued to the parties the 
workman appeared and filed his Claim Statement. The 
Management filed short Written Statement but later on 
filed detailed Written Statement dated 30th August, 2005. 
The workman filed an application for striking of defence of 
the respondents. The respondents instead of filing reply 
to the application filed detailed Written Statement and the 
affidavit of Dr. K.S. Risan, head of the Regional Institute. 
The workman also filed his affidavit in support of his claim. 
The parties have placed on record photocopies of a number 
of documents, including the award passed by CGIT-cum- 
Labour Court, Chandigarh dated 23rd July, 2002, order of 
Labour Court, Jaipur in MA No.-Labour Court 165 of 1969. 
Both, the workman as well as K.S. Risan, appeared as 
witness and were subject to cross examination by the 
opposite side. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined service 
with the Management as labourer in the year 1993 and 
served them upto 1st July, 1998 when his services were 
illegally terminated; that he used to receive his salaiy after 
a month at the rate of Rs. 83 per day; that the post, against 
which he was engaged, is still existing; that the Management 
did not issue any notice to him before the termination of 
his services nor paid him the wages for the notice period. 
Retrenchment compensation was also not paid although 
he had put in 240 days continuous service for the 
Management within 12 months preceding the date of 
termination of his services. They also did not hold any 
inquiry against him. Thus they terminated his services 
violating Section 25 F of the I.D. Act, hereinafter to be 
referred as “Act”. They recruited fresh hands and also 
retained his juniors but terminated his services. Thus 
exercised unfair labour practice; that the workman was 
engaged through employment exchange and the post on 
which he worked was perennial in nature and not seasonal. 

Since the Management has now filed the detailed 
Written Statement, the short Written Statement filed by 
them stand merged with the detailed Written Statement. 
The Management has opposed the claim of the workman. 
They have raised the preliminary objections to the 
maintainability of the reference stating that the workman 
has not approached this Tribunal with clean hands 
therefore, the reference is not maintainable. The workman 
had approached the CAT and then the High Court of H.R, 
by way of writ, which was dismissed, but the workman has 
concealed these facts from this Tribunal, therefore, he 
stands non-suited on the ground of withholding the facts 
as is commanded by the Apex Court of the country in the 
case, reported as AIR 1994 Supreme Court, 853. Their next 
plea is that the Management is a research Institute and a 
part of Indian Council of Agriculture, a society registered 
under a Society's Registration Act. Their employees are 
governed by rules and regulations of the Central 
Government. The Management being a Research Institute, 
is not business, engaged in Trade and Industrial activity. 
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therefore they cannot be claimed to be an Industry in view 
of the judgement of the Supreme Court in the case of 
Physical Laboratory reported as 1997 (3) RSJ 215. This 
Tribunal, it is claimed by the Management also held a similar 
view in the case of ID No. 22 of 1990 and the same was the 
view of Labour Court, Jaipur, as expressed by them in the 
case of Labour Court 165 of 1969. Rajasthan High Court in 
its Jaipur Bench also held the same view in the case of 
CWP 40-83/2000 decided on 11 th Dec., 2002. 

On merits the claim of the Management is that the 
claim of the workman projected in para 1 to 7 is wrong and 
incorrect. Their case is that the workman was engaged as a 
daily wager in the year 1986, on the eventuality of seasonal 
work and was disengaged in the year 1998. The Indian 
Council of Agriculture Research prohibited the engagement 
of daily wager by their letter Admn. 1/85/5437 dated 
4th July, 1998. The Management admitted that they had 
not issued any notice to the workman, nor they ever 
recruited fresh daily w agers, in place of the workman nor 
the workman served the Management for 240 days, 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement. None of 
his juniors were retained while his services vVere 
disengaged. Reiterating the claim that they cannot be styled 
as an Industry, it is submitted by them that the workman 
had served the Management on the days as shown in para 
1 and as per that details, the workman had not served the 
Management for 240 days in any of the year nor within 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement. They 
denied that the Management did not follow the procedure 
or exhibited an element of discrimination, illegality while 
dispensing with the services of the Management. 

The workman appeared as a witness in the case and 
in cross examination admitted that he has no document to 
show that he was engaged in the year 1983 or that his 
services were terminated on 1st July, 1988. According to 
him the Management had not prepared any seniority list. 
He also could not say that the Management was engaged 
in the research. Admitting that he had filed an application 
before CAT and Writ Petition before H.P. High Court, he 
denied that he was engaged in the year 1986 or that the 
work, which he did was seasonal. He claimed that all the 
work is now being done by a contractor. He further admitted 
that the detail of working days given in the statement 
incorporated in the Written Statement, is correct and as per 
that statement he had not served the management, for 240 
days in a calendar year. Dr. K.S. Risan who appeared as a 
witness for the Management proved his affidavit MW-1 
and relied upon the letter No. 5437 dated 4th July, 1998. In 
cross examination he admitted that the Management had 
not charge sheeted the workman nor the}' had terminated 
his services. In fact since the Mana gement did not received 
the sanction to engage the workmen, therefore, no workman 
was engaged. He could not say which of the workman was 
junior to the workman and to whom the Management had 
engaged ignoring the claim of the workma:.. According to 


him the management used to engaged the workmen after 
getting the permission and after holding interviews. He 
admitted die contents of order dated 8th Sep., 2003 and 
stated that the Management is not engaged in any business 
but stated that as per the directions of the Management 
Centre in getting available work donSlhrough the contract 
Labour. 

1 have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the parties through their Counsel. 

The matter, which is under the consideration of this 
Tribunal, is whether the Management, as detailed in the 
case had terminated the services of Shri Dolu Ram w.e.f. 
1st July, 1998, and whether that disengagement was just 
and legal. If not to what relief the workman is entitled to 
and from which date. The workman in his statement 
categorically admitted that he has no proof to show that he 
had joined duty with the management, in the year 1993. In 
their Written Statement the management admitted that the 
workman was disengaged in the year 1998 and he had joined 
the service with the Management, as daily wager, in the 
year 1986. The reference required to be answered is whether 
the Management had termi nated the service of the workman 
1st July, 1998. The Management, as stated earlier admitted 
in para No. 2, on merit, that the workman was disengaged 
in March 1998. Thus the disengagement of the workman 
by the Management is not denied and even the year of his 
disengagement is not denied. So it is proved that the 
services of the workman were disengaged in the year 1998. 

What is next to be seen is whether that 
disengagement was valid or not. Related to this question 
is whether the Management while disengaging the 
workman, violated some provisions of law which gave 
protection to the workman. In other words it has to be seen 
whether the Management followed the provisions of Act, 
more specifically section 25-F of the Act before terminating 
his services. The answer to this follows on thus. In order 
to get the protection under Section 25-F of the Act, the 
workman was supposed to prove that on the day his 
services were disengaged, he had put in not less than a 
year of service to the Management, his employer. The year 
of service is defined in Section 25-B, according to which, 
the person claiming himself to be workman should prove 
that he had served the Management for not less than 240 
days before he w as engaged The workman in his statement 
admitted the detail of working days shown by the 
Management in their Written Statement as correct. He 
further admitted that he had not served the Management 
for 240 days in any calendar year. Thus the workman 
admitted that he had not served the Management for 240 
days 12 months preceding the date of termination of his 
services, therefore, he cannot claim the protection uiuki 
Section 25-F of the Act for w hich the sine qua non is “having 
served the Management continuously for 240 days 12 
mouths preceding the date of termination of his services. 
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The workman has utterly failed to prove that he had served 
the Management for 240 days. He admitted the number of 
days he had served for the Management as detailed in para 
10 of the Written Statement. According to the detail given, 
the workman did not serve the Management for 240 days 
in any calendaryear. 

As discussed above the workman has failed to show 
that he had served the Management for the period as 
required under Section 25-F of the Act, therefore, he was 
entitled to the protection given by the said provision. The 
Management thus did not violate the provision of law when 
they did not give notice to the workman before the 
termination of services or and when they did not pay him 
the wages for the notice period and the retrenchment 
compensation, as they were not under an obligation to pay 
the same. Since the workman has failed to prove that he 
was a workman who had served the Management for 
specified period, as required under Section 25-F of the Act. 
In the circumstances the disengagement of the workman, 
in the year 1998 or on 1 st July, 1998, was just and legal and 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. The award is 
passed against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for necessary action and the file 
he consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3085, —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
i ndustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 989/ 
2005) of the Centra! Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Cliandigarh as shown in the Annexure. 
m the Industrial Dispute between the management 
of Central Sheep and Wool Research Institute, and 
their workmen which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/156/2001-IR (CM-II)j 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM 
LABOUR COURTH, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case L D. No. 989/2005 

Registered on: 16-9-2005 

Date of Decision: 18-7-2007 

Gautam Singh, S/o Shri Pune Ram, 1 
Village Tundanan, 

PO: Diyar, 

District Kullu, H.P. ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, 

CSSRI, Avikanagar, 

Tehsil Malpura, 

District Tonk, 

Rajasthan ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri Y. S. Bajw-a, AR 
For the Management : Mr. RK. Sharma, AR 
AWARD 

The following dispute has been received from 
Ministry of Labour, Government of India for adjudication 
vide their order No. L-42012/ \ 56/2001 -IR (CM-II) dated 
6th August, 2002: 

“Whether the action of the Management of North 
Temperate Regional Station, Central Sheep & Wool 
Research Institute, Garsa District, Kullu (H P.) 
represented through the Head North Temperate, 
Regional Station, Garsa and the Director, Central 
Sheep and Wool Research Institute, Avikanagar, 
Tehsil Malpura, District Tonk, Rajasthan in 
terminating the services of Shri Gautam Singh S/o 
Shri Pune Ram w.e.f. 1 st July, 1998 is just and legal ? 
If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to and 
from which date ?” 

In response to the notice issued to the parties the 
workman appeared and filed his Claim Statement. The 
Management filed short Written Statement but later on 
filed detailed Written Statement dated 30th August, 2005. 
The workman filed an application for striking of defence of 
the respondents. The respondents instead of filing reply 
to the application filed detailed Written Statement and the 
affidavit of Dr. K.S. Risan, head of the Regional Institute. 
The workman also filed his affidavit in support of his claim. 
The parties have placed on record photocopies of a 
number of documents, including the award passed by CGIT- 
cum-Labour Court, Chandigarh dated 23rd July, 2002, order 
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of Labour Court, Jaipur in MA No. Labour Court 165 of 69. 
Both, the workman as well as K.S. Risan, appeared as 
witness and were subject to cross examination by the 
opposite side. t 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined service 
with the Management as labourer in the year 1993 and 
served them upto 1st July, 1998 when his services were 
illegally terminated; that he used to receive his salaiy after 
a month at the rate of Rs. 83 per day; that the post, against 
which he was engaged, is still existing; that the Management 
did not issue any notice to him before the termination of 
his services nor paid him the wages for the notice period. 
Retrenchment compensation was also not paid although 
he had put in 240 days continue service for the Management 
within 12 months preceding the date of termination of his 
services. They also did not hold any inquiry against him. 
Thus they terminated his services violating Section 25 F of 
the I.D. Act, hereinafter to be referred as “Act”. The> 
recruited fresh hands and also retained his juniors but 
terminated his services. Thus exercised unfair labour 
practice; that the workman was engaged through 
employment exchange and the post on which he work was 
perennial in nature and not seasonal. 

Since the Management has now filed the detailed 
Written Statement, the short Written Statement filed by 
them stand merged with the detailed Written Statement. 
The Management has opposed the claim of the workman. 
They have raised the preliminary objections to the 
maintainability of the reference stating that the workman 
has not approached this Tribunal with clean hands 
therefore, the reference is not maintainable. The workman 
had approached the CAT and then the High Court of H.R, 
by way of writ, which was dismissed, but the workman has 
concealed these facts from this Tribunal, therefore, he 
stands non suited on the ground of withholding the facts 
as is commanded by the Apex Court of the country in the 
case, reported as AIR 1994 Supreme Court, 853. Their next 
plea is that the Management is a research Institute and a 
part of Indiam Council of Agriculture, a society registered 
under a Society's Registration Act. Their employees are 
governed by rules and regulations of the Central 
Government. The Management being a Research Institute, 
is not business, engaged in Trade and Industrial activity, 
therefore they cannot be claimed to be an Industry in view 
of the judgement of the Supreme Court in the case of 
Physical laboratory reported as 1997 (3) RSJ 215. This 
Tribunal, it is claimed by the Management also held a similar 
view in the case ofTD No. 22 of 1990 and the same was the 
view of Labour Court, Jaipur, as expressed by them in the 
case of Labour Court 165 of 1969. Rajasthan High Court in 
its Jaipur Bench also held the same view in the case of 
CWP 40-83/2000 decided on 11th Dec., 2002. 

On merits the claim of the Management is that the 
claim of the workman projected in para 1 to 7 is wrong and 
incorrect. Their case is that the workman was engaged as a 


daily wager in the year 19%, on the eventuality of seasonal 
work and was disengaged in the year March 1998. The 
Indian Council of Agriculture Research prohibited the 
engagement of daily wager by their letter Admn. 1/85/5437 
dated 4th July, 1998. The Management admitted that they 
had not issued any notice to the workman, nor they ever 
recruited fresh daily wagers, in place of the workman nor 
the workman served the Management for 240 days, 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement None of 
his juniors were retained while his services were 
disengaged Reiterating the claim that they cannot be styled 
as an Industry, it is submitted by them that the workman 
had served the Management on the days as shown in para 
1 and as per that details, the workman had not served the 
Management for 240 days in any of the year nor within 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement. They 
denied that the Management did not follow the procedure 
or exhibited an element of discrimination, illegality while 
dispensing with the services of the Management. 

The workman appeared as a witness in the case and 
in cross examination admitted that he has no document to 
show that he was engaged in the year 1983 or that his 
services were terminated on 1st July, 1988. According to 
him the Management had not prepared any seniority list. 
He also could not say that the Management was engaged 
in the research. Admitting that he had filed an application 
before CAT and Writ Petition before H P. High Court, he 
denied that he was engaged in the year 1986 or that the 
work, which he did was seasonal. He claimed that all the 
work is now being done by a contractor. He further admitted 
that the detail of working days given in the statement 
incorporated in the Written Statement, is correct and as per 
that statement he had not served the Management, for 240 
days in a calendar year Dr. K.S. Risan who appeared as a 
witness for the Management proved his affidavit MW-1 
and relied upon the letter No. 5437 dated 4th July, 1998. In 
cross examination he admitted that the Management had 
not charge sheeted the workman nor they had terminated 
his services. In fact since the Management did not receive 
the sanction to engage the workmen, therefore, no workman 
was engaged. He could not say which of the workman was 
junior to the workmai),and to whom the Management had 
engaged ignoring the claim of the workman. According to 
him the management used to engage the workmen after 
getting the permission and after holding interviews. He 
admitted the contents of order dated 8th Sep., 2003 and 
stated that the Management is not engaged in any business 
but stated that as per the directions of the Management 
Centre in getting available work done through the contract 
labour. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the parties through their Counsel. 

The matter, which is under the consideration of this 
Tribunal, is whether the Management, as detailed in the 
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case had terminated the services of Shri Gautam Singh 
w.e.f. 1st July, 1998, and whether that disengagement was 
just and legal. If not to what relief the workman is entitled 
to and from which date. The workman in his statement 
categorically admitted that he has no proof to show that he 
had joined duty with the Management, in the year 1993. In 
their written statement the management admitted that the 
workman was disengaged in the year 1998 and he had joined 
the service with the Management, as daily wager, in the 
year 1986. The reference required to be answered is whether 
the management had terminated the service of the workman 
on 1st July, 1998. The Management, as stated earlier 
admitted in para No. 2, on merit, that the workman was 
disengaged in March, 1998. Thus the disengagement of 
the workman by the Management is not denied and even 
the year of his disengagement is not denied. So it is proved 
that the services of the workman were disengaged in the 
year 1998. 

What is next to be seen is whether that 
disengagement was valid or not. Related to this question 
is whether the Management while disengaging the 
workman, violated some provisions of law which gave 
protection to the workman. In other words it has to be seen 
whether the Management followed the provisions of Act, 
more specifically section 25-F of the Act before terminating 
his services. The answer to this follows on thus. In order 
to get the protection under Section 25-F of the Act, the 
workman was supported to prove that on the day his 
services were disengaged, he had put in not less than a 
year of service to the management, his employer. The year 
of service is defined in Section 25-B, according to which, 
the person claiming himself to be workman should prove 
that he had served the Management for not less than 240 
days before he was engaged. The workman in his statement 
admitted the detail of working days shown by the 
Management in their Statement, as correct. He however 
claimed that he had served the Management for 240 days 
in the year 1980 and 1982. By his own statement he admitted 
not to have served the Management for 240 days 12 months 
preceding the date of termination of his services, therefore, 
he cannot claim the protection under Section 25-F of the 
Act for which the sine quo non is “having served the 
Management continuously for 240 days 12 months 
preceding the date of termination of his services. The 
workman has utterly failed to prove that he had served the 
Management for 240 days. He admitted the number of days 
he had served for the Management as detailed in para 10 of 
the Written Statement. According to the detail given, the 
workman did not serve the Management for 240 days in 
calendar year preceding the date of his termination. 

As discussed above the workman has failed to show 
that he had served the Management for the period as 
required under Section 25-F of the Act, therefore, he was 
entitled to the protection given by the said provision. The 
Management thus did not violate the provision of law 


when they did not give notice to the workman before the 
termination of services or and wheiUhey did not pay him 
the wages for the notice period and the retrenchment 
compensation, as they were not under an obligation to pay 
the same. Since the workman has failed to prove that he 
was a workman who had served the Management for 
specified period, as required under Section 25-F of the Act. 
In the circumstances the disengagement of the workman, 
in the year 1998 or on 1 st July, 1998, was just and legal and 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. The award is 
passed against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M ferft, 27 2007 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3086.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 70/ 
2000) of Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Nagpur 
as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute 
between the management of Central Railway Nagpur, and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-9-2007, 

[No. L41011/29/1994-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/70/2000 
Date 21-09-2007 

Petitioner: Smt Hemlata Sakharam Bagade 

Party No. 1 : Representative of Hot Season 

Waterman, Central Railway, C/o Thejram 
Sonkwan Jewellers & Co., Ward No. 68, 
Ambedkar Marg, Kamal Chowk, Nagpur 
and 228 Others. 

Versus 
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Respondent: The Divisional Railway Manager, 
Party No. 2 : Central Railway, Nagpur. 

AWARD 

Pated: 21st September, 2007] 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Smt Hemlata Sakharam 
Bagade, Representative of Hot Season Waterman, Central 
Railway, C/o. Thejram Sonkwan Jewellers & Co., Ward 
No. 68, Ambedkar Marg, Kamal Chowk, Nagpur and 228 
others Party No. 1 and the Divisional Railway Manager, 
Central Railway, Nagpur, Party No. 2 referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-41011/ 
29/94-IRBI Dt. 08-02-2000 under clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section(!) and Sub-section. (2 A) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 [14 of 1947] with the following 
schedule— 

2. “Whether the action of the Divisional Railway 
Manager, Central Railway, Nagpur in not regularizing the 
service of229 emploees [As per List] is justified? If not, to 
what relief is the workmen entitled to? ” 

3. The petitioner Smt Hemlata Bagade and 228 others 
have raised the disputes for ventilating their grievances 
for regularization. They have approached with the 
contentions that in all 229 including herself workman are 
engaged by the Divisional Railway Manager, Central 
Railway, Nagpur [hereafter referred as Management/ 
Respondent] regularly since 1979-80 as per list attached 
with this claim during the summer season every year. They 
are regularly working during summer season and every 
workman has acquired temporary status on completion of 
120 days, in terms of Railway Board Letter No. E[NG]II/83/ 
CL/117 Dt. 25-01-1985. It lays down the policy decision 
and their service conditions. The Respondent is bound to 
implement the provisions of rules 2007 Sub-rule 4(A) at 
page No. 17 of chapter 20 of the Indian Railway 
Establishment Manual Vol. II relating to the absorption of 
casual labours. These provisions shall prevail to the letter 
of 1979. The casual labours who have put in 6 years, 
continuous or broken service are to be included in the 
penal for the appointment to Group “D” posts. Their unit- 
wise seniority list is prepared by commercial department 
of Management. The railway administration has to absorb 
the casual labours who have acquired a temporary status, 
against the regular post in Class-I V category in Group D 
after holding screening test. The instructions are mandatory 
contend in letterNo. E[NG]II/81/CLV17dt 26-05-1982, which 
has been issued in furtherance of boards letter 
Dt. 24-07-1979 bearing No. E[NG]II/77/CLN/4. In view of 
the above instructions issued by the Railway Board, 
petitioners are claiming that are legible and legally entitled 
for absorption on regular vacancies in Group D in Class IV 
Category. However, the Respondent is avoiding it. It is not 
serious in considering their claims of absorption. 


4. The President of their Union Smt Hemlata Bagade 
had started hunger strike on 2 occasions. Despite of it 
and the assurances, the Management is not absorbing them 
on regular vacancy. On their representation the dispute 
was raised by them before the ALC, where the conciliation 
failed. 

5. In view of the direction of the above letter also 
they are entitled to regularization on a permanent vacant 
post. The Management has misconceived the letter issued 
by the board in 1979. According to the petitioners if the 
total service of 6 years is considered then the wattage 
should be given to petitioners, otherwise the petitioner 
will never get the regularization. According to petitioners 
the management also discriminating amongst the workers. 
It has increased the post of lineman to accommodate the 
casual labours into the regular employees. But the said 
pile is not followed in respect of the petitioners. Finally 
they have prayed to direct the Respondent to absorb 229 
employees, on the regular posts, declaring that the action 
of the management refusing to regularize them is unjust, 
illegal and unconstitutional. 

6. The Divisional Railway Manager by filing a 
Written Statement resisted the claims of the petitioners. 
According to it the petitioners every year approached to 
them to utilize their services as seasonal casual labours 
during summer season for improving the requirements of 
waterman and woman. In summer the respondent engages 
some of them as a seasonal casual labours waterman and 
water woman maximum for 90 days. The employment was 
being used by the petitioner to supplement their income 
from their main employment or work, which they cany out 
during remaining 9 months or more. They seek the 
engagement in a hot season. Similarly the requirements of 
hot season casual labour varies from year to year and 
therefore, the period for which they are engaged also varies 
from year to year. It has denied that all 229 persons were 
engaged every year. Their seniority in Nagpur Division of 
Commercial Department is maintained and is based on the 
numbers of days of service put in by them. For the purpose 
of regularization instruction contended in letter 
Nos. E(NG)II/77/CL/N/4 Dt. 24-07-1979 a casual labours 
engaged seasonally viz water carrier waterman/woman are 
to be considered for the screening for absorption alongwith 
other casual labours based on their total length to their 
service. The procedure of regularization and preparing panel 
laid down in rule 2006 of Indian Railways Establishment 
Manual, is to be followed Such absorptions of a casual 
labours in a regular group D employment is to be considered 
in accordance with the instructions issued by the Railway 
Board and not automatic. It is subject to the availability of 
the vacancies, suitability and eligibility of the individual 
casual labour and rules regarding the seniority unit-wise 
method of absorption as decided by Railway 
Administration. As per instructions the casual labours are 
to be screened and sent for medical. It depends on the 
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availability of regular vacancies. It also depends on their 
seniority which is to be decided on basis of their numbers 
of the days put in the service. The other casual labours 
having more casual service as seasonal casual labours are 
still waiting for regularization for want of vacancies. 
According to the management the seasonal workman will 
be regularized as per above instructions on their terms. 
The circular dt. 20-12-1985 referred by the petitioners is 
under the caption of employment of a casual labour in 
skilled categories. The petitioners are not skilled labours 
and hence the instructions of the above letter are not 
applicable to them. The management is denying that the 
petitioners are legally entitled and eligible onthe basis of 
continued or broken service to get the regular vacancies 
permanently. It has denied that the ALC has made some 
observations against the management. The provisions of 
sub rule 4 [a] Page No. 17 of Rule 2007 of Chapter 20 of 
Indian Railways Establishment Manual are not applicable 
for the regularization of services. The number of casual 
labours to be placed On the panel shall be equal to actual 
numbers of vacancies. There are no provisions for grant 
of wattage to seasonal or other casual labours. There are 
no provisions for issuing an Employment Service Cards. 
The provisions of sub rule 4(a) page 17 of Rule 2007 of 
Chapter XX are not applicable to the present dispute of 
regularization of seasonal casual labour. Thus according 
to the management they are not entitled for permanency 
and any relief claimed the petitioners. Finally they have 
supported their action being in conformity of the rules and 
prayed to submit the negative award holding and justifying 
the action of the management as proper and correct. 

7. On the above pleading the following points arise 
for my consideration: 

(a) Whether the petitioners (229) arc entitled for 
the absorption/regularization on regular 
vacancies in Group D in Class IV Category? 

(b) And whether the action of management is legal 
and proper? 

8. In order to prove the case the petitioners examined 
its President Smt. Hemlata Bagade and Secretary SK. Farid 
and on behalf of Management Assistant personal 
officer Central Railway Shri Chacko Thomus has been 
examined. 

9. The perusal of the record indicates that 
undisputedly all 229 (casual labours as per list) are being 
engaged by the management during hot season for 3 
(three) months every year as hot season watermen/women. 
No doubt the management has disputed that every person 
from the list was engaged every' year. According to it the 
number of w aterman w'as to vary' every year considering 
the need, and naturally it was not possible to accommodate 
each workman. However, the entire W.S. does not disclose 
a specific denial regarding their engagement, year of 


engagement, completion of 120 days by each workman 
and even about the acquiring of temporary status. It seems 
that it has even absorbed many of the workmen from the 
list as per seniority along with other casual labours in tegular 
vacancies in Group D employment following the rule 
No. 2006 of the Indian Railway Establishment Manual. 
(Hereafter will refer as Manual). It indicates that there are 
no disputes that the watermen as per list, who are otherwise 
competent, are legible for the absorption in Group “D" 
category. 

10. The dispute seems to be as to which rule is 
applicable to them. Whether it is 2006 or Rule No. 2007 of 
the manual? According to the petitioners Rule No. 2007 is 
applicable to them and by giving the wattage 275 days per 
year they should be absorbed while according to the 
management Rule 2006 applies to the petitioners. Such 
absorption is not automatic but subject to the inter alia, 
availability of the vacancies and suitability' and eligibility' 
of individual casual labour and rules regarding seniority' 
unit method of absorption etc. decided by the Railway 
administration. 

11. It is undisputedly the petitioners are Hot season 
w aterman engaged for three months during summer season 
every' year. The text of the both rules is clear enough to 
hold that Rule No. 2007 will not apply to the petitioners 
which are framed for skilled labours. The petitioners are 
not skilled labours and therefore Rule No. 2006 would apply 
to them. Every casual member will have to go for screening 
test as well as to Medical examination. They will have to 
show their eligibility and having qualification, required for 
Group "D" post. The w itness No. 2 SK. Farid has stated in 
his affidavit, regarding some cases decided by the Hon. 
C. A.T. where Rule 2007 has been applied, but 1 do not find 
any certified copy of the order on record and they that 
applicable as well as binding on the Respondent. Simiarly 
there are no provisions for giving wattage while preparing 
the panel for absorption either in Rule 2006 or 2007 of the 
Manual. The petitioners have alleged that Respondent 
while absorbing even some waterman has given wattage 
of 275 days per year and now it is refusing to follow the 
same procedure. This amounts to discrimination between 
the workers. In few' cases, might be about 19 or 20 according 
to the management it has committed inadvertent mistake. 
May it be as it is but in the absence of any provision, how 
the management can be asked to continue the similar 
mistake? Moreover as the rule provides the absorption 
along with the casual labours of other sections it will be 
causing prejudice to them. It will affect on the right of other 
casual labours of other section. In my humble opinion it 
has no base and the Management can not be directed to 
grant such wattage. 

12. The perusal of the affidavit of Shri Chacko 
Thomus witness of the management shows that many of 
the eligible temporary' watermen/petitioners from the list 
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have been absorbed and some are still remained. He has 
given the actual number of the absorbed casual watermen 
from the petitioners. It means they are not denying their 
right as per letters of railway board dated 20-12-1985 and 
24-07-1979. They have correctly followed the Rule 2006 
while absorbing the petitioners. It is not known whether 
the process is stopped or continued. The affidavit further 
shows the difficulties which the management is facing due 
to the insufficient and incorrect names and absence of 
other information, regarding the date of birth, educational 
qualification, addresses and even absence when called in 
identifying the petitioners. Submitting the different lists 
by the petitioner is also causing hurdles in process of 
absorption. The allegations mentioned in affidavit have 
considerable force and appears to be true. However, due 
to these hurdles the process cannot be stopped or given 
up. The management is bound to absorb the remaining 
petitioners as per list submitted by the Ministry, received 
in response to the letter of this Tribunal since it was not 
received along with the reference. To avoid the anomalies 
and other hurdles it will be proper to make that list as part 
and parcel of this Award. Similarly some directions are 
necessary while answering the reference in the affirmative. 
I pass the following order: 

ORDER 

1. The management/Divisional Manager Central 
Railway Nagpur is directed to absorb the 
remaining legible hot season waterman/Water 
Women/casual labours as per the list duly 
signed by Desk Officer, Shri Ajay Kumar, of 229 
petitioners in the terms of the letters of Railway 
Board dated 20-12-1985 and24-07-1979 andRule 
2006 of the Manual scrupulously. 

2. The authenticated list duly signed by Desk 
Officer, Shri Ajay Kumar, received along with 
the letter No. L-4101 l/29/94-IR(B-I) 
dt. 18-10-2001 (copy appended with this award) 
shall form the part and parcel of this Award. 

Dated: 21-09-2007 

A.N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

CENTRAL RAILWAY 
(Depth Commercial) 

NAGPUR DIVISION 


Seniority List of Hot Season Waterman/Waterwoman 


Sr Name of the 

Intial 

Total 

No. Hot season 

appoint- 

days 

Waterman/ 

ment 


Waterwoman 

Comm 



Deptt. 



r 

2 

3 

4 

. i. 

Smt. Hemlata Sakharam 

12-04-81 

265 

2 

Shri Sunil Dhaniram 

03-04-82 

964 

3. 

Shri Vrnod Dhaniram 

27-4-83 

937 


, 1 

2 

3 

4 

4. 

Smt Pramila Ramwatar 

03-04-82 

994 

5. 

Smt. Sewantabai Manik 

174-84 

659 

6. 

Shri Devidas Narayan 

04-04-84 

602 

7. 

Shri Kisan Laxman 

03-04-84 

592 

8. 

Shri Cetanand Pyarelal 

06-05-84 

600 

9. 

Shri Sunil Ganpat 

284-87 

584 

10. 

Shri Naresh Ramawatar 

1805-85 

600 

11. 

Shri Sanjay Namdeo 

284-87 

600 

12. 

Shri Beniprasad Sukka 

19-05-85 

584 

13. 

Shri Anil Lalji 

1906-85 

579 

14. 

Shri Mahadeo Babulal 

1906-85 

579 

15. 

Shri Ramesh Bapurao 

2903-83 

594 

16. 

Shri Durgaprasad 

Ramchandra 

11-04-85 

562 

17. 

Shri Raj narayan Ramkharan 

05-04-86 

556 

18. 

Smt. Santa Sambha 

01-06-84 

555 

19. 

Shri Suresh Soma 

0604-86 

555 

20. 

Shri Mudhir Madhukar 

0604-86 

555 

21. 

Shri Rajeshwar Shamrao 

0604-86 

551 

22. 

Shri Santilal Babulal 

0204-83 

550 

23. 

Shri Suresh Shankar 

1906-84 

550 

24. 

Shri Prabhakar Sambaji 

1604-86 

549 

25. Shri Kishor Bapurao 

0604-86 

548 

26. 

Shri Sidheshwar Eknath 

1004-86 

549 

27. 

Shri Kallu Dhannu 

0604-86 

549 

28. 

Shri Tejandra Chitranjan 

0106-86 

535 

29. 

Shri Ramesh Krishnarao 

0306-86 

535 

30. Shri Banzamaniprasad 

Shukla 

0106-86 

535 

31. 

Shri Suresh Brijlal 

1907-83 

531 

32. 

Shri Priyajrao Sombaji 

0104-86 

526 

33. 

Shri Ramesh Warn an 

0105-85 

525 

34. 

Shri Johni Michel 

0606-86 

521 

35. Shri Madan Ramprasad 

0105-85 

520 

36. 

Shri Ashok Ganpat 

Lokhande 

060686 

519 

37. Shri Mahendra Raghunath 

1805-85 

518 


4114 G1/07—8 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

1 2 

3 

4 

38. 

Shri Balraj 1 liraman 

04-06-86 

516 

72. Shri Babu Jagat Naidu 

044)6-86 

507 

39. 

Shri Kishor Balgoving 

11-06-86 

514 

73. Shri Omprakash Sunderlal 

06-06-86 

507 

40. 

Shri Ramesh Laxman 

05-06-86 

514 

74. Shri Chandu Krishnarao 

064X486 

507 

41. 

Shri Ashwini Patel 

29-03-87 

508 

75. Shri Manik Dashrath 

06-06-86 

507 

42. 

Shri Anand Pundilik 

05-06-85 

508 

76. Shri Atul Bhaurao 

054)686 

507 

43. 

Shri Shviaji Shashikant 

06-06-86 

507 

77. Shri Ajay Ramnath 

194)586 

507 

44. 

Shri Devendra Raghunath 

01-04-87 

507 

78. Shri Kishor Kisnrao 

194)586 

507 

45. 

Shri Umeshpra^d 

Raghusingh 

01-04-87 

507 

79. Shri Sk. Afsal Sk. Rafiq 

050686 

490 




80. Shri Jahir Rahimudullah 

260686 

490 

46. 

Shri Sk. Zahid Sk. Zashir 

05-06-86 

507 



47. 

Shri Jawahar Patel 


81. Shri Munna Gyani 

05-0686 

490 

0406-86 

507 




Shri Abdul Sk. Mussa 



82. Shri Anil Kashi nath 

060686 

490 

48. 

0506-86 

507 

83. Shri Sk.Satar Sk. Jaffir 

04-0686 


490 

49. 

Shri Basantkumar Pamianmid 

0104-87 

507 


50. 

Shri Nagesh Gyaneshwar 



84. Shri Rajesh Ramlal 

040486 

490 

0506-87 

507 

044)486 

51, 

Shri Ami Dewaji 

85. Shri Sk. Khalik Sk. Mohd 

490 

0406-86 

507 

86. Shri Robert Bialy 

054)686 

52. 

Shri Oniprakasli 

490 

0406-86 

507 



Battanarayan 



87. Shri Nandu Hemchand 

044)686 

490 

53. 

Shri Robinesh Laorus 

04-06-86 

507 

88. Shri Ravind Nathu 

04-0687 

490 

54. 

Shri Digambar Laxman 

0406-86 

507 

89. Shri Rajesh Baratilal 

060387 

490 

55. 

Shri Ruplal Daulat 

07-06-86 

507 

90. Shri Sk. Farid Sharif Ahmad 

050686 

490 

56. 

Sliri Ab. Ali Ab Raheman 

05-06-86 

507 

91. Shri Surendra Shriram 

040686 

490 

57. 

Shri Rajesh Vilhalrao 

05-05-86 

507 

92. Shri Madan Bhaurao 

220384 

502 

58. 

Shri Sk. Ismail Sk. Hussain 

0506-86 

507 

93. Shri Gopi Nathu 

040686 

502 

59. 

Sliri Dipak Santosh 

01.-05-86 

507 

94. Shri Victor Yesu 

040686 

502 

60. 

Sliri Prakash Tulshirani 

04-05-86 

507 

95. Shri Kashiram Baldeo 

030686 

502 

61. 

Shri Prakash Yashwant 

04-06-86 

507 

96. Shri Vijay Kishanrao 

030686 

502 

62. 

Sliri Subhash Ranichanera 

04-06-86 

507 

97. Shri Suresh Bhiwaji 

030686 

502 

63. 

Shri Gancsh Shamrao 

044)6-86 

507 

98. Shri Sunil Udhebhan 

0505-97 

502 

64. 

Shri Mahcndra Singh 

134)6-86 

507 

99. Shri Chiman Lai Haggu 

040686 

502 


Sukhdeosingh 



100. Shri Gulab Mouj 

040686 

502 

65. 

Shri Mukcsh Madhukar 

054)6-86 

507 

101. Shri Parsaram Bhikka 

.19-1283 

502 

66. 

Shri Baldeoprasad 

Ramdularc 

044)5-86 

507 

102. Shri Subhash Rambhau 

190686 

502 

67. 

Sliri Ravi Sopan 

064)6-86 

507 

103. Shri Sanjai Gopichand 

190686 


68. 

Shri Ultam Gopalrao 

064)6-86 

■507 

104. Shri Sunil Motiram Pikata 

070686 

502 

69. 

Shri Rajesh Ramknshna 

044)6-86 

507 

105. Shri Rubin Yakub 

070686 

502 

70. 

Shn Sanjay Motiram 

094)4-85 

507 

106. Shri Ramsundra Dhamram 

170686 

502 

71 

Shn Ramesh Laxman Bisne 

044)6-86 

507 

107. Shn. Bharat Gorcla! 

050686 

502 
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108. Shri Ami Hiralal 

19-03-86 

502 

145. Shri Manohar Chaitram 

1604-86 

400 

109. Shri Manoj Udhebhan 

05-05-86 

502 

146. Shri Subhas Kasinath 

.04-06-86 

400 

110. Shri Sunil Jaikishan 

23-04-86 

502 

147. Shri Ramdularc Mukka 

04-0686 

4(X) 

111. Shri DadaraoLaxman 

3003-86 

502 

148. Shri Dcwanand Sadeshiv 

04-06-86 

4(X) 

112. Shri SanjaiNiwruti 

19-04-86 

502 

149. Shri Zanaklal Dendoo 

04-0686 

4CK) 

113. Shri Shasikant Naratay 

17-06-86 

502 

150. Shri Devidas Pannalal 

044)6-86 

400 

114. Shri YurajMahadeo 

04-06-86 

502 

151. Shri Ashok Ganpat Dongre 

04-06-86 

400 

115. Shri Suresh Udeshwar 

0406-86 

502 

152. Shri Sk. Salim Sk. Chand 

04-06-86 

4(X) 

116. Shri Rajesh Sukhdeo 

0406-86 

502 

153. Shri Dharampal Jairam 

044)6-86 

400 

117. Smt. Smt. Saroj Ravikumar 

1804-83 

865 

154. Shri Viliam John 

044)6-86 

-KX) 

118. Smt Nirmal Bapurao 

1304-84 

968 

155. Shri Shyamsundar Dhaniram 

044)6-86 

-KX) 

119. Smt. Gulshan Bee 

1604-85 

608 

156. Shri Akbar Ansari 

044)686 

4<X) 

120. Kusum Rajaram Tamakar 

0104-86 

584 

157. Shri Raju Zitruji 

044)6-86 

-UK) 

121. Smt. Bhanumati Jagannath 

1504-84 

608 

158 Shri Laxman Motiram 

044)6-86 

m 

122. Smt SheelaBaiYadeo 

010479 

1190 

159, Shri Govind Ramchand 

04-06-86 

4(X) 

123. Smt Prarbatbai Zitru 

1705-83 

550 

160. Shri Mohanand Aspak 

304)3-87 

m 

124. Smt. Hajrabegam Yasimkhan 

0104-84 

607 

161. Shri Antony Philips 

304)3-87 

400 

125. Smt. Manoram Shadashiv 

2603-84 

500 

162. Shri Dilip Laxman 

'3003-87 

4(X) 

126. Smt. Chandrakala Chindu 

1404-84 

500 

163. Shri Ramesh Laxman Randive 

3003-87 

400 

127. Smt. SakuntalaBanwarilal 

1704-88 

480 

164, Shri Vmay Shivshankar 

304)3-87 

400 

128. Smt. Kasubai Jaysingh 

2005-84 

.506 

165. Shri Gangaprasad Raghunath 

3003-87 

400 

129. Smt. Styabhama Ganpat 

1404-89 

400 

166. Shri Dina Meouji 

304)3-87 

400 

130. SmtGirjaGulab 

1504-84 

400 

167. Shri Sanjay Vishvvanath 

304)3-87 

400 

131. Smt Girja Shakharam 

150484 

400 

168. ShriMohd. Nayum 

3003-87 

400 

132. Smt. Muliyabai Kunjilal 

1604-84 

400 

169. Shri Anil Manikrao 

3(K)3-87 

400 

133. Shri Satish Shankar 

1505-87 

400 

170. Shri Kamlesh Balaprashad 

3003-87 

400 

134, Shri Rambhao Jannath 

024-83 

200 

171. Shri Durgaprasad Sumer 

304)3-87 

400 

135. Shri Raju Yaswant 

2304-87 

400 

172. Shri Naravan Rama 

304)3-87 

•400 

136. Shri Vmod Megal 

050486 

• 400 ■ 

173. Shri Ramesh Kumar 

304)3-86 

400 

137. Shri Kishor Meshram 

0104-85 

400 

Mahadeo 



138. Shri VtliyenJakap Pal 

2605-84 

900 

174. Shri Bharat Kunjilal 

304)3-86 

400 

139. Shri Ramesh Dongre 

1604-84 

500 

175. Shri Jagdish Shrawan 

3003 86 

4a> 

140. Shri Sanjay Meshram 

1604-87 

500 

176. Shri Gohendra Shrawan 

304)3-86 

400 

141. Shri Chandrakant Kale 

1604-86 

400 

177. Shri Raju Gendlal 

30-03-86 

400 

142. Shri Manohar Baliram 

0505-84 

500 

178. Shri Mohansing Briiari Singh 

3003-86 

400 

143. Shri Rajendra Joshi 

0505-84 

600 

179, Shri Ajaju Rahantan 

3003-86 

400 

144. Shri Sk. Aslam Sk. Rafiq 

040686 

400 

180. Girish Babulal 

3003-86 

4a) 


8936 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 20,2007/AS VINA 28,1929 


[PartII—Sec. 3(ii)] 


1 2 

3 

4 

181. ShriGirwarChotelal 

14-89 

400 

182. Shn Akrain Ali 

14-89 

400 

183. Shri Ajay Anand 

30-03-86 

400 

184. Shri Arun Gyandeo 

304)3-86 

400 

185. Shri Ramdas Arjun 

30-03-86 

400 

186. Shri Sanjay Wasudeo 

30-03-86 

400 

187. Shri Suresh Mahadeo 

304)3-86 

400 

188. Shri Sunil Chintaman 

3003-86 

400 

189. Shri Paul Albert 

3003-86 

400 

190. Shri Prahlad Arjun Kale 

3003-86 

400 

191. Shri Dilip Shiroyare 

3003-86 

400 

192. Shri Pramod Bhagwati 

304)3-86 

400 

193. Shri Ramesh Gulabrao 

3003-86 

400 

194. Shri Vijay Rarnkrishna 

3003-86 

400 

195. Shri Naresh Ajabrao 

3003-86 

400 

196. Shri Raju Narayan 

3003-86 

400 

197. Shri Nandlal Chotu 

3003-86 

400 

198. Shri Ramesh Motiram 

3003-86 

400 

199. Shri Suresh Buddhagi 

3003-86 

400 

200. Shri Sitararn Ramlal 

3003-86 

400 

201. Shri Ashok Raja 

3003-86 

400 

202. Shri Arun Tulshiram 

3003-86 

400 

203. Shri Anand Uttamrao 

3003-86 

400 

204. Sliri Sanjay Namdeo 

10487 

400 

205. Shri Naresh Maroti 

10589 

400 

206. Shri Sidhrath Meghraj 

1486 

400 

207. Shri Baban Chandrabhan 

1486 

400 

208. Shri Mukundlal Gorakhanath 

3887 

400 

209. Shri Mahanand Bavichand 

3887 

400 

210. Shri Bablu Edwad 

3887 

400 

211. Shri Sunil Suiyabhan 

3887 

400 

212. Shri Anm Nilkanth 

3887 

400 

213. Shri Rupchand Babula! 

3887 

400 

214. Shri Gauttam Shamrao 

3887 

400 

215. Shri Vijay Babulal 

3887 

400 

216. Shri Maroti Sukhdeo 

3887 

400 

217. Shri Ganesh Harichand 

3887 

400 

218. Shri Manoj Gopichand 

300487 

400 
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4 

219. Shri Ravindra Shaligram 

304)487 

400 

220. Shri Shasikar Bapurao 

30-0487 

400 

221. Shri Kishor Amrui 

300487 

400 

222. Shri Mukesh Ramchand 

300487 

400 

223. Shri Laxman Bapurao 

300487 

400 

224. Shri Mangal Nalhu 

300487 

400 

225. Shri Arun Vithalrao 

300487 

400 

226. Shri Mahendra Sambhaji 

300487 

400 

227. Shri Kairsingh Aijunsingh 

300487 

400 

228. Shii Tulsidas Mishralal 

300487 

400 

229. ShriManoharPundalik 

300487 

400 


229 and all other Waterman working in under Nagpur 
Division Nagpur Centre Railway. 


^ fconl, 27 2007 

w. 3 c 3087 .—srfafwr, 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3087.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference No. 
976/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexufe, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Central Sheep and Wool Research Institute, 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/160/2001-IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAUCUM-LABOURCOURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 




CaseLD. No.: 976/2005 
Registered on: 16-9-2005 
Date of Decision: 18-7-2007 

AnoopRam 
S/o. Shri Kevaloo 
R/o. Village Ashani, 

P.O. Shiay 

Tehsil and District Kullu (H P.) • Petitioner 

’ Versus 

The Director, CSSRI, 

Avikanagar, 

Tehsil Malpura, 

District Tonk, 

Rajasthan • ■ Respondent 

APPEARANCE 


served them upto 1st July, 1998 when his services were 
illegally terminated; that he used to receive his salary after 
a month at the rate of Rs. 83 per day; that the post, against 
which he was engaged, is still existing; that the Management 
did not issue any notice to him before the termination of 
his services nor paid him the wages for the notice period. 
Retrenchment compensation was also not paid although 
he had put in 240 days continue service for the Management 
within 12 months preceding the date of termination of his 
services. They also did not hold any inquiry against him. 
Thus they terminated his services violating Section 25-F 
of the I D. Act, hereinafter to be referred as “Act . They 
recruited fresh hands and also retained his juniors but 
terminated his services. Thus exercised unfair labour 
practice; that the workman was engaged through 
employment exchange and the post on which he worked 
was perennial in nature and not seasonal. 


For the Workman : Shri Y. S. Bajwa, AR 
For the Management : Mr. R. K. Sharma. AR 
AWARD 

The following dispute has been received from 
Ministry of Labour. Government of India for adjudication 
vide their order No. L-42012/160/2001 -lR (CM-1I) dated 6lh 
August, 2002; 

“Whether the action of the Management of North 
Temperate Regional Station. Central Sheep & Wool 
Research Institute. Garsa District, Kullu (H.P.) 
represented through the Head North Temperate. 
Regional Station, Garsa and the Director. Central 
Sheep and Wool Research Institute. Avikanagar. 
Tehsil Malpura. District Tonk Rajasthan in 
terminating the services of Shri Anoop Ram S/o. Shri 
Kewal Ram w.e.f. 1st July, 1998 is just and legal ? if 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled to and 
from which date ?” 

In response to the notice issued to the parties the 
workman appeared and filed his Claim Statement. The 
Management filed short Written Statement but later on 
filed detailed Written Statement dated 30th August, 2005. 
The workman filed an application for striking of defence of 
the respondents. The respondents instead of filing reply 
to the application filed detailed Written Statement and the 
affidavit of Dr. K. S. Risan, Head of the Regional Institute. 
The workman also filed his affidavit in support of his claim. 
The parties have placed on record photocopies of a number 
of documents, including the award passed by CGIT-cum- 
Labour Court, Chandigarh dated 23rd July, 2002, order of 
Labour Court, Jaipur in MA No.-Labour Court 165 of 69. 
Both, the workman as well as K. S. Risan, appeared as 
witness and were subject to cross-examination by the 
opposite side. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined service 
with the Management as labourer in the year 1993 and 


Since the Management has now filed the detailed 
Written Statement, the short Written Statement filed by 
them stand merged wi(h the detailed Written Statement. 
The Management has opposed the claim of the workman. 
They have raised the preliminary objections to the 
maintainability of the reference stating that the workman 
has. not approached this Tribunal with clean hands 
therefore, the reference is not maintainable. The workman 
had approached the CAT and then the High Court of H.P., 
by way of writ, which was dismissed, but the workman has 
concealed these facts from this Tribunal, therefore, he 
stands non suited on the ground of withholding the facts 
as is commanded by the Apex Court of the country in the 
case, reported as AIR 1994 Supreme Court 853. Their next 
plea is that the Management is a research Institute and & 
part of Indian Council of Agriculture, a society registered 
under a Society’s Registration Act. Their employees are 
governed by rules and regulations of the Central 
Government. The Management being a research Institute, 
is not business, engaged in Trade and Industrial activity, 
therefore they cannot be claimed to be an Industry in view 
of the judgement of the Supreme Court in the case of 
Physical Laboratory' reported as 1997 (3) RSJ 215. This 
Tribunal, it is claimed by the Management also held a similar 
view in the case of ID no. 22 of 1990 and the same was the 
view of Labour Court. Jaipur, as expressed by them in the 
case of Labour Court 165 of 1969. Rajasthan High Court in 
its Jaipur Bench also held the same view in the case of 
CWP 4083/2000 decided on 11th Dec., 2002. 

* 

On merits the claim of the Management is that the 
claim of the workman projected in paras 1 to 7 is wrong and 
incorrect. Their case is that the workman was engaged as a 
daily wager in the year 1996, on the eventuality of seasona 1 
work and was disengaged in the year March, 1998. The 
Indian Council of Agriculture Research prohibited the 
engagement of daily wager by their letter Admn. 1/85/5437 
dated 4th July, 1998. The Management admitted that they 
had not issued any notice to the workman, nor they ever 



8938 



recruited fresh daily wagers, in place of the workman nor 
the workman served the Management for 240 days, 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement. None of 
his juniors were retained while his services were 
disengaged. Reiterating the claim that they cannot be styled 
as an Industry, it is submitted by them that the workman 
had served the Management on the days as shown in para 
1 and as per that details, the workman had not served the 
Management for 240 days in any of the year nor within 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement. They 
denied that the Management did not follow the procedure 
or exhibited an element of discrimination, illegality while 
dispensing with the services of the Management. 

The workman appeared as a witness in the case and 
in cross-examination admitted that he has no document to 
show that he was engaged in the year 1983 or that his 
services were terminated on 1st July, 1988. According to 
him the Management had not prepared any seniority list. 
He also could not say that the Management was engaged 
in the research. Admitting that he had filed an application 
before CAT and Writ Petition before H. P. High Court, he 
denied that he was engaged in the year 1986 or that the 
work, which he did was seasonal. He claimed that all the 
work is now being done by a contractor. He further admitted 
that the detail of working days given in the statement 
incorporated in the Written Statement, is correct and as per 
that statement he had not served the Management, for 240 
days in a calendar year. Dr. K. S. Risan who appeared as a 
witness for the Management proved his affidavit MW-1 
and relied upon the letter no. 5437 dated 4th July, 1998 In 
cross-examination he admitted that the Management had 
not chargesheeted the workman nor they had terminated 
his services. Infact since the Management did not receive 
the sanction to engage the workmen, therefore, no workman 
was engaged. He could not say which of the workman was 
junior to the workman and to whom the Management had 
engaged ignoring the claim of the workman. According to 
him the Management used to engage the workmen after 
getting the permission and after holding interviews. He 
admitted the contents of order dated 8th Sep., 2003 and 
stated that the Management is not engaged in any business 
but stated that as per the directions, of the Management 

Centre m getting available work done through the contract 
Labour. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the parties through their Counsel. 

The matter, which is under the consideration of this 
Tribunal, is whether the Management, as detailed in the 
case had terminated the services of Shri Anoop Ram w.e f. 

1st July, 1998, and whether that disengagement was just 
and legal. If not to what relief the workman is entitled to 
and from which date. The workman in his statement 
categorically admitted that he has no proof to show that he 
had joined duty with the Management, in the year 1993. In 


their Written Statement the Management admitted that the 
workman was disengaged in theyear 1998 and he hadjoined 
the service with the Management, as daily wager, in the 
year 1986. The reference required to be answered is whether 
the Management had terminated the service of the workman 
on 1st July, 1998. The Management, as stated earlier 
admitted in para no. 2, on merit, that the workman was 
disengaged in March, 1998. Thus the disengagement of 
the workman by the Management is not denied and even 
the year of his disengagement is not denied. So it is proved 
that the services of the workman were disengaged in the 
year 1998. 

What is next to be seen is whether that 
disengagement waa valid or not. Related to this question 
is whether the Management while disengaging the 
workman, violated some provisions of law' which gave 
protection to the workman. In other words it has to be seen 
whether the Management followed the provisions of Act 
more specifically section 25-F of the Act before terminating 
his services. The answer to this follows on thus. In order 
. to get the protection under Section 25-F of the Act, the 
workman was supposed to prove that on the day his 
services were disengaged, he had put in not less than a 
year of service to the Management, his employer. The year 
of service is defined in Section 25-B, according to which 
the person claiming himself to be workman should prove 
that he had served the Management for not less than 240 
days before he was engaged. The workman in his statement 
admitted the detail of working days shown by the 
Management in their Written Statement, as correct He 
however, claimed that he had served the Management for 
240 days in the years 1984 and 1988. By his own statement 
he admitted that he had not sewed the Management for 
240 days 12 months preceding the date of termination of 
his services, therefore, he cannot claim the protection under 
Section 25-F of the Act for which the sine quo non is 
having served the Management continuously for 240 days 
12 months preceding the date of termination of his services. 
The workman has utterly failed to prove that he had served 
the Management for 240 days. He admitted the number of 
days he had served for the Management as detailed in para 
10 of the Written Statement. According to the detail given, 
the workman did not serve the Management for 240 days 
in the calendar year preceding the date of termination of 
his services. 

As discussed above the workman has failed to show 
that he had served the Management for the period as 
required under Section 25-F of the Act, therefore, he was 
entitled to the protection given by the said provision. The 
Management thus did not violate the provision of law when 
they did not give notice to the workman before the 
termination of services or and when they did not pay him 
the wages for the notice period and the retrenchment 
compensation, as they were not under an obligation to pay 
the same. Since the workman has failed to prove that he 
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was a workman who had served the Management for 
specified period, as required under Section 25-F of the Act. 
In the circumstances the disengagement of the workman, 
in the year 1998 or on 1st July, 1998, was just and legal and 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. The award is 
passed against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

■ ■ i 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3088.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference 
No. 8J9/2005) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh as shown 
in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Bhakra Beas Management Board, and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-23012/1/2001-IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRBBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-H 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case I.D. No.: 879/2005 
Registered on: 9-9-2005 
Date of Order: 9-8-2007 

Hakim Singh 
S/o. Mewa Singh, 

Village and Post Office Badarpur, 

Tehsil Kalka 

District Panchkula ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Ececutive E ngi neer, 

O & M Division, BBMB, 

Dhulkot, 

District Ambala ... Respondent 


APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri R_ K. Singh Parmar 

AR 

For the Management : Shri N. K. Zakhmi 
Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman is present alongwith his representative,; 
Management is also present through their Counsel. 

Shri R. K. Singh Parmar, the rep. of the workman states 
that after examining the documents provided by the 
, Management, he is of the opinion that the reference is not 
proper for technical reasons, therefore, he cannot prove 
his claim by any evidence. He has offered to withdraw from 
the reference. His statement, in this regard has been 
recorded. Since the workman has shown his inability to 
produce any evidence to show that his services were 
terminated by the Executive Engineer (O & M) Division, 
BBMB Dhulkot District Ambala w.e.f. 30th June, 1999 and 
he had also not regularized him, it is to be taken that the 
workman has no evidence in support of his case. On record 
there is no evidence to show that the Executive Engineer 
(O & M) Division, BBMB Dhulkot District Ambala had 
terminated the services of the workman w.e.f. 30th June, 

1999 and they had further violated the provisions of the 
I.D Act. 1947 in not regularizing his services. The reference 
made by the Ministry of Labour, Government of India vide 
their No. L-23012/1/2001-IR (CM-II) dated 20th/21st Sep., 

2000 is answered against the workman holding that the 
workman has failed to show that the executive Engineer, 
referred to in the reference, had terminated his services 
and had illegally also not regularized him in service. 
Therefore, the workman is not entitled to any relief. The 
reference is answered accordingly. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Govt, for necessary action and 
file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3089.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference 
No. 985/2005) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh as show n 
in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Central Sheep and Wool Research Institute, 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-420 12/1 77/200 1 -IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case I.D. No.: 985/2005 
Registered on: 16-9-2005 
Date of Decision: 18-7-2007 

Uttam Singh 
S/o Shri Ratan Singh, 

Village and PO: Shyah, 

District Kullu (H.P.) ,.. Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, CSSRI, 

Avikanagar, 

Tehsil Malpura, 

District Tonk, 

Rajasthan ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri Y. S. Bajwa, AR 

For the Management : Mr. R. K. Sharma, AR 
AWARD 

The following dispute has been received from 
Ministiy of Labour, Government of India for adjudication 
vide their order No. L-42012/177/2001-IR (CM-II) dated 
6 th August, 2002; 

“Whether the action of the management of North 
Temperate Regional Station, Central Sheep & Wool 
Research Institute, Garsa District, Kullu (H P.) 
represented through the Head North Temperate, 
Regional Station, Garsa and the Director, Central 
Sheep and Wool Research Institute, Avikanagar, 
Tehsil Malpura, District Tonk Rajasthan-in 
terminating the services of Shri Uttam Singh 
S/o Shri Ratan Singh w.e.f. 1st July, 1998 is just and 
legal ? if not, to what relief the worionan is entitled to 
and from which date ?” 


In response to the notice issued to the parties the 
workman appeared and filed his Claim Statement. The 
Management filed short Written Statement but later on 
filed detailed Written Statement dated 30th August, 2005. 
The workman filed an application for striking of defence of 
the respondents. The respondents instead of filing reply 
to the application filed detailed Written Statement and the 
affidavit of Dr. K. S. Risan, Head of the Regional Institute. 
The workman also filed his affidavit in support of his claim. 
The parties have placed on record photocopies of a number 
of documents, including the award passed by CGlT-cum- 
Labour Court, Chandigarh dated 23rd July, 2002, order of 
Labour Court, Jaipur in MA No.-Labour Court 165 of 1969. 
Both, the workman as well as K. S. Risan, appeared as 
witness and were subject to cross examination by the 
opposite side. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined service 
with the Management as labourer in the year 1993 and 
served them upto 1st July, 1998 when his services were 
illegally terminated; that he used to receive his salary after 
a month at the rate of Rs. 83 per day; that the post, against 
which he was engaged, is still existing; that the Management 
did not issue any notice to him before the termination of 
his services nor paid him the wages for the notice period. 
Retrenchment compensation was also not paid although 
he had put in 240 days continuous service for the 
Management within 12 months preceding the date of 
termination of his services. They also did not hold any 
inquiry against him. Thus they terminated his services 
violating Section 25-F of the I.D. Act, hereinafter to be 
referred as “Act”. They recruited fresh hands and also 
retained his juniors but terminated his services. Thus 
exercised unfair labour practice; that the workman was 
engaged through employment exchange and the post on 
which he worked was perennial in nature and not seasonal. 

Since the Management has now filed the detailed 
Written Statement, the short Written Statement filed by 
them stand merged with the detailed Written Statement. 
The Management has opposed the claim of the workman. 
They have raised the preliminary objections to the 
maintainability of the reference stating that the workman 
has not approached this Tribunal with clean hands 
therefore, the reference is not maintainable. The workman 
had approached the CAT and then the High Court of H.P., 
by way of writ, which was dismissed, but the workman has 
concealed these facts from this Tribunal, therefore, he 
stands non-suited on the ground of withholding the facts 
as is commanded by the Apex Court of the country in the 
case, reported as AIR 1994 Supreme Court, 853. Their next 
plea is that the Management is a Research Institute and a 
part of Indian Council of Agriculture, a society registered 
under a Society’s Registration Act. Their employees are 
governed by rules and regulations of the Central 
Government. The Management being a Research Institute, 
is not business, engaged in Trade and Industrial activity. 
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therefore they cannot, be claimed to be an Industry in view 
of the judgement of the Supreme Court in the case of 
Physical Laboratory reported as 1997 (3) RSJ 215. This 
Tribunal, it is claimed by the Management also held a similar 
view in the case of ID No. 22 of 1990 and the same was the 
view of Labour Court, Jaipur, as expressed by them in the 
case of Labour Court 165 of 1969. Rajasthan High Court in 
its Jaipur Bench also held the same view in the case of 
CWP 4083/2000 decided on 11th Dec., 2002. 

On merits the claim of the Management is that the 
claim of the workman projected in para 1 to 7 is wrong and 
incorrect. Their case is that the workman was engaged as a 
daily wager in the year 1996, on the eventuality of seasonal 
work and was disengaged in the year March, 1998. The 
Indian Council of Agriculture Research prohibited the 
engagement of daily wager by their letter Adnrn. 1/85/5437 
dated 4th July, 1998. The Management admitted that they 
had not issued any notice to the workman, nor they ever 
recruited fresh daily wagers, in place of the workman nor 
the workman served the Management for 240 days, 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement. None of 
his juniors were retained while his services were 
disengaged. Reiterating the claim that they cannot be styled 
as an Industry, it is submitted by them that the workman 
had served the Management on the days as shown in para 
1 and as per that details, the workman had not served the 
Management for 240 days in any of the year nor within 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement. They 
denied that the Management did not follow the procedure 
or exhibited an element of discrimination, illegality while 
dispensing with the sendees of the Management. 

The workman appeared as a witness in the case and 
in cross examination admitted that he has no document to 
show that he was engaged in the year 1983 or that his 
services were terminated on 1st July, 1988. According to 
him the Management had not prepared any seniority list. 
He also could not say that the Management was engaged 
in the research. Admitting that he had filed an application 
before CAT and Writ Petition before H. P. High Court, he 
denied that he was engaged in the year 1986 or that the 
work, which he did was seasonal. He claimed that all the 
work is now being done by a contractor He further admitted 
that the detail of working days given in the statement 
incorporated in the Written Statement, is correct and as per 
that statement he had not served the Management, for 240 
days in a calendar year. Dr. K. S. Risan who appeared as a 
witness for the Management proved his affidavit MW-1 
and relied upon the letter No. 5437 dated 4th July, 1998. In 
cross examination he admitted that the Management had 
not chargesheeted the workman nor they had terminated 
his services. In fact since the Management did not receive 
the sanction to engage the workmen, therefore, no workman 
was engaged. He could not say which of the workman was 
junior to the workman and to whom the Management had 
engaged ignoring the claim of the workman. According to 


him the Management used to engage the workmen after 
getting the permission and after holding interviews. He 
admitted the contents of order dated 8th Sep., 2003 and 
stated that the Management is not engaged in any business 
but stated that as per the directions of the Management 
Centre in getting available work done through the contract 
Labour. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the parties through their Counsel. 

The matter, which is under the considerastion of this 
Tribunal, is whether the Management, as detailed in the 
case had terminated the services of Shri Uttam Singh w.e.f. 
1st July, 1998, and whether that disengagement was just 
and legal. If not to what relief the workman is entitled to 
and from which date. The workman in his statement 
categorically admitted that he has no proof to show that he 
had joined duty with the Management, in the year 1993. In 
their Written Statement the Management admitted that 
the workman was disengaged in the year 1998 and he had 
joined the service with the Management as daily wager, in 
the year 1986. The reference required to be answered is 
whether the Management had terminated the service of 
the workman on 1st July, 1998. The Management, as stated 
earlier admitted in para No. 2, on merit, that the workman 
was disengaged in March, 1998. Thus the disengagement 
of the workman by the Management is not denied and 
even the year of his disengagement is not denied. So it is 
proved that the services of the workman were disengaged 
inthe year 1998. 

What is next to be seen is whether that 
disengagement was valid or not. Related to this question 
is Whether the Management while disengaging the 
workman, violated some provisions of law which gave 
protection to the Workman. In other words it has to be seen 
whether the Management followed the provisions of Act, 
more specifically Section 25-F of the Act before terminating 
his services. The answer to this follows on thus. In order 
to get the protection under Section 25-F of the Act, the 
workman was supposed to prove that on the day his 
services were disengaged, he had put in not less than a 
year of service to the Management, his employer. The year 
of service is defined in Section 25-B, according to which, 
the person claiming himself to be workman should prove 
that he had served the Management for not less than 240 
days before he was engaged. The workman in his statement 
deposed that he does not possess any proof to show that 
he had served the Management for 240 days. He admitted 
the detail of working days shown by the Management in 
their Written Statement, as correct. He further admitted 
that he had not served the Management for 240 days in 
any calendar year. Thus the workman admitted that he had 
not served the Management for 240 days 12 months 
preceding the date of termination of his services, therefore, 
he cannot claim the protection under Section 25-F of the 
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Act for which the sine qua non is “having served the 
Management continuously for 240 days 12 months 
preceding the date of termination of his services.” The 
workman has utterly failed to prove that he had served the 
Management for 240 days. He stated nothing about the 
number of days the Management detailed in para No. 1 of 
their Written Statement. According to the detail given, the 
workman did not serve the Management for 240 days in 
any calendar year. 

As discussed above the workman has failed to show 
that he had served the Management for the period as 
required under Section 25-F of the Act, therefore, he was 
entitled to the protection given by the said provision. The 
Management thus did not violate the provision of law w hen 
they did not give notice to the workman before the 
termination of services or and when they did not pay him 
the wages for the notice period and the retrenchment 
compensation, as they were not under an obligation to pay 
the same. Since the workman has failed to prove that he 
was a workman who had served the Management for 
specified period, as requird under Section 25-F of the Act. 
In the circumstances the disengagement of the workman, 
in the year 1998 or on 1st July, 1998, was just and legal and 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. The award is 
passed against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 27 2007 
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New-Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3090.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 987/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Central Sheep and Wool Research Institute, and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/179/200 l-IR(CM-II)] 

A JAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-n, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case LD. No. 987/2005 

Registered on 16-9-2005 

Date of Decision: 18-7-2007 

Luder Chand S/o Shri Thakur Das, Village Tundanan, 
P. O. Diyar, District Kullu (H. P). ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, CSSRI. Avikanagar, Tehsil Malpura, 
District Tonk, Rajasthan. ,.. Respondent 

Ap|)earance: 

For the Workman : Shri Y. S. Bajwa, AR 
For the Management : Mr. R K. Sharma, AR 
AWARD 

The following dispute has been received from 
Ministry of Labour, Government of India for adjudication 
vide their order No. L-42012/179/2001 -IR (CM-II) dated 
6th August, 2002; 

“Whether the action of the Management of North 
Temperate Regional Station, Central Sheep and Wool 
Research Institute, Garsa District, Kullu (H. P.) 
represented through the Head North Temperate, 
Regional Station, Garsa and the Director, Central 
Sheep and Wool Research Institute, Avikanagar, 
Tehsil Malpura, District Tonk, Rajasthan in 
terminating the services of Shri Luder Chand 
S/o Shri Thakur Dass w.e.f. 1st July, 1998 is just and 
legal ? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to 
and from which date ?” 

In response to the notice issued to the parties the 
workman appeared and filed his Claim Statement. The 
Management filed short Written Statement but later on 
filed detailed Written Statement dated 30th August, 2005. 
The workman filed an application for striking of defence of 
the respondents. The respondents instead of filing reply 
to the application filed detailed Written Statement and the 
affidavit of Dr. K. S. Risan, Head of the Regional Institute. 
The workman also filed his affidavit in support of his claim. 
The parties have placed on record photocopies of a number 
of documents, including the award passed by CGIT-cum- 
Labour Court, Chandigarh dated 23rd July, 2002, order of 
Labour Court, Jaipur in MA No. Labour Court 165 of 1969. 
Both, the workman as well as K. S. Risan, appeared as 
witness and were subject to cross examination by the 
opposite side. 
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The claim of the workman is that he had joined service 
with the Management as labourer in the year 1993 and 
served them upto 1st July, 1998 when his services were 
illegally terminated; that he used to receive his salary after 
a month at the rate of Rs. 83 per day; that the post, against 
which he was engaged, is still existing; that the Management 
did not issue any notice to him before the termination of 
his services nor paid him the wages for the notice period. 
Retrenchment compensation was also not paid although 
he had put in 240 days continuous service for the 
Management within 12 months preceding the date of 
termination of his services. They also did not hold any 
inquiry against him. Thus they terminated his services 
violating Section 25F of the I.D. Act, hereinafter to be 
referred as “Act”. They recruited fresh hands and also 
retained his juniors but terminated his services. Thus 
exercised unfair labour practice; that the workman was 
engaged through employment exchange and the post on 
which he worked was perennial in nature and not seasonal. 

Since the Management has now filed the detailed 
Written Statement, the short Written Statement filed by 
them stand merged with the detailed Written Statement. 
The Management has opposed the claim of the workman. 
They have raised the preliminary objections to the 
maintainability of the reference stating that the workman 
has not approached this Tribunal with clean hands 
therefore, the reference is not maintainable. The workman 
had approached the CAT and then the High Court of H.P., 
by way of writ, which was dismissed, but the workman has 
concealed these facts from this Tribunal, therefore, he 
stands no suited on the ground of withholding the facts as 
is commanded by the Apex Court of the country in the 
case, reported as AIR 1994 Supreme Court, 853. Their next 
plea is that the Management is a research Institute and a 
part of Indian Council of Agriculture, a society registered 
under a Society’s Registration Act. Their employees are 
governed by rules and regulations of the Central 
Government. The Management being a research Institute, 
is not business, engaged in Trade and Industrial activity, 
therefore they cannot be claimed to be an Industry in view 
of the judgement of the Supreme Court in the case of 
Physical Laboratory reported as 1997(3) RSJ 215. This 
Tribunal, it is claimed by the Management also held a similar 
view in the case of ID No. 22 of 1990 and the same was the 
view of Labour Court, Jaipur, as expressed by them in the 
case of Labour Court 165 of 1969. Rajasthan High Court in 
its Jaipur Bench also held the same view in the case of 
C WP 4083/2000 decided on 11th December, 2002. 

On merits the claim of the Management is that the 
claim of the workman projected in para 1 to 7 is wrong and 
incorrect. Their case is that the workman was engaged as a 
daily wager in the year 1996, on the eventuality of seasonal 
work and was disengaged in the year 1998. The Indian 
Council of Agriculture Research prohibited the engagement 
of daily wager by their letter Admn 1/85/5437 dated 


4th July, 1998. The Management admitted that they had 
not issued any notice to the workman, nor they ever 
recruited fresh daily wagers, in place of the workman nor 
the workman served the Management for 240 days, 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement. None of 
his juniors were retained while his services were 
disengaged. Reiterating the claim that they cannot be styled 
as an Industry, it is submitted by them that the workman 
had served the Management on the days as shown in para 
1 and as per that details, the workman had not served the 
Management for 240 days in any of the year nor within 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement. They 
denied that the Management did not follow the procedure 
or exhibited an element of discrimination, illegality while 
dispensing with the services of the Management. 

The workman appeared as a witness in the case and 
in cross examination admitted that he has no document to 
show that he was engaged in the year 1983 or that his 
services were terminated on 1st July, 1988. According to 
him the Management had not prepared any seniority list. 
He also could not say that the Management was engaged 
in the research. Admitting that he had filed an application 
before CAT and Writ Petition before H.P. High Court, he 
denied that he was engaged in the year 1986 or that the 
work, which he did was seasonal. He claimed that all the 
work is now being done by a contractor. He further admitted 
that the detail of working days given in the statement 
incorporated in the Written Statement, is correct and as per 
that statement he had not served the management, for 240 
days in a calendar year. Dr. K.S. Risan who appeared as a 
witness for the Management proved his affidavit MW-1 
and relied upon the letter No. 5437 dated 4th July, 1998. In 
cross examination he admitted that the Management had 
not charge sheeted the workman nor they had terminated 
his services. In fact since the Management did not receive 
the sanction to engage the workmen, therefore, no workman 
was engaged. He could not say which of the workman was 
junior to the workman and to whom the Management had 
engaged ignoring the claim of the workman. According to 
him the management used to engage the workmen after 
getting the permission and after holding interviews. He 
admitted the contents of order dated 8th Sep., 2003 and 
stated that the Management is not engaged in any business 
but stated that as per the directions of the Management 
Centre in getting available work done through the contract 
Labour. 

I have gtme through the file and have also considered 
the submission^ made by the parties through their Counsel. 

The matter, which is under the consideration of this 
Tribunal, is whether the Management, as detailed in the 
case had terminated the services of Shri Ludar Chand w.e.f. 
1st July, 1998, and whether that disengagement was just 
and legal. If not to what relief the workman is entitled to 
and from which date. The workman in his statement 
categorically admitted that he has no proof to show that be 


8944 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 20,2007/AS VINA 28,1929 


[Part n— Sec. 3(ii)] 


had joined duty with the Management, in the year 1993. In 
their Written Statement the Management admitted that the 
workman was disengaged in the year 1998 and he had joined 
the service with the Management, as daily wager, in the 
year 1986. The reference required to be answered is whether 
the Management had terminated the service of the workman. 
1 st My, 1998. The Management, as stated earlier admitted 
in para No. 2, on merit, that the workman was disengaged 
in March, 1998. Thus the disengagement of the workman 
by the Management is not denied and even the year of "his 
disengagement is not denied. So it is proved that the 
services of the workman were disengaged in the year 1998. 

What is next to be seen is whether that 
disengagement was valid or not. Related to this question 
is whether the Management while disengaging the 
workman, violated some provisions of law which gave 
protection to the workman. In other words it has to be seen 
whether the Management followed the provisions of Act, 
more specifically Section 25-F of the Act before terminating 
his services. The answer to this follows on thus. In order 
to get the protection under Section 25-F of the Act, the 
workman was supposed to prove that on the day his 
services were disengaged, he had put in not less than a 
year of service to the management, his employer. The year 
of service is defined in Section 25-B, according to which, 
the person claiming himself to be workman should prove 
that he had served the Management for not less than 240 
days before he was engaged. The workman in his statement 
admitted the detail of working days shown by the 
Management in their Written Statement, as correct. He 
further admitted that he had not served the Management 
for 240 days in any calendar year. Thus the workman 
admitted that he had not served the Management for 240 
days 12 months preceding the date of termination of his 
services, therefore, he cannot claim the protection under 
Section 25-F of the Act for which the sine quo non is 
“having serv ed the Management continuously for 240 days 
12 months preceding the date of termination of his services. 
The workman has utterly failed to prove that he had served 
the Management for 240 days. He admitted the number of 
days he had served for the Management as detailed in para 
10 of the Written Statement. According tothe detail given, 
the workman did not serve the Management for 240 days 
in any calendar year. 

As discussed above the workman has failed to show 
that he had served the Management for the period as 
required under Section 25-F of the Act, therefore, he was 
entitled to the protection given by the said provision. The 
Management thus did not violate the provision of law when 
they did not give notice to the workman before the 
termination of services or and when they did not pay him 
the wages for the notice period and the retrenchment 
compensation, as they were not under an obligation to pay 
the same. Since the workman has failed to prove that he 
was a workman w r ho had served the Management for 


specified period, as required under Section 25-F of the Act. 
In the circumstances the disengagement of the workman, 
in the year 1998 dr on 1 st July, 1998, was just and legal and 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. The award is 
. passed against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ fa#, 27 ftfcl M<, 2007 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3091.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 986/ 
2005) of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the Management of 
Central Sheep and Wool Research Institute and their 
workmen which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/175/2001-IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR. Desk Officer 

annexure 

CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-H, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case I. D. No. 986/2005 

Registered on 16-9-200S 

Date of Decision: 18-7-2007 

Devi Chand, S/o Shri Thaulu Ram, Village Bhosa. 
PO: Diyar, District Kullu (H. P.). ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, CSSRI, Avikanagar, Tehsil Malpura, 
District Tonk, Rajasthan. ... Respondent 

Appearance: [ 

For the Workman : Shri Y S Bajvva, AR 

For the Management : Mr. R. K. Sharma, AR. 
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AWARD 

The following dispute has been received from 
Ministry of Labour, Government of India for adjudication 
vide their order No. L-42012/175/2001-IR (CM-II) dated 
6th August, 2002: 

“Whether the action of the Management of North 
Temperate Regional Station, Central Sheep and Wool 
Research Institute, Garsa District, Kullu (H. P.) 
represented through the Head North Temperate, 
Regional Station, Garsa and the Director, Central 
Sheep and Wool Research Institute, Avikanagar, 
Tehsil Malpura, District Tonk, Rajasthan in 
terminating the services of Shri Devi Chand S/o 
Shri Thaulu Ram w.e.f. 1st July, 1998 is just and 
legal ? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to 
and from which date V 

In response to the notice issued to the parties the 
workman appeared and filed his Claim Statement. The 
Management filed short Written Statement but later on 
filed detailed Written Statement dated 30th August, 2005. 
The workman filed an application for striking of defence of 
the respondents. The respondents instead of filing reply 
to the application filed detailed Written Statement and the 
affidavit of Dr. K, S. Risan, Head of the Regional Institute. 
The workman also filed his affidavit in support of his claim. 
The parties have placed on record photocopies of a number 
of documents, including the award passed by CGIT-cum- 
Labour Court, Chandigarh dated 23rd July, 2002, order of 
Labour Court, Jaipur in MA No. Labour Court 165 of 1969. 
Both, the workman as well as K. S. Risan, appeared as 
witness and were subject to cross examination by the 
opposite side. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined service 
with the Management as labourer in the year 1993 and 
served them upto 1st July, 1998 when his services were 
illegally terminated; that he used to receive his salary after 
a month at the rate of Rs. 83 per day; that the post, against 
which he was engaged, is still existing; that the Management 
did not issue any notice to him before the termination of 
his services nor paid him the wages for the notice period. 
Retrenchment compensation was also not paid although 
he had put in 240 days continuous service for the 
Management within 12 months preceding the date of 
termination of his services. They also did not hold any 
inquiry against him. Thus they terminated his services 
violating Section 25F of the I.D. Act, hereinafter to be 
referred as “Act”. They recruited fresh hands and also 
retained his juniors but terminated his services. Thus 
exercised unfair labour practice; that the workman was 
engaged through employment exchange and the post on 
which he worked was perennial in nature and not seasonal. 

Since the Management has now filed the detailed 
Written Statement, the short Written Statement filed by 
them stand merged with the detailed Written Statement. 
The Management has opposed the claim of the workman. 
They have raised the preliminary objections to the 
maintainability of the reference stating that the workman 
has not approached this Tribunal with clean hands 


therefore, the reference is not maintainable. The workman 
had approached the CAT and then the High Court of H.P., 
by way of writ, which was dismissed, but the workman has 
concealed these facts from this Tribunal, therefore, he 
stands non suited on the ground of withholding the facts 
as is commanded by the Apex Court of the country in the 
case reported as AIR 1994 Supreme Court, 853. Their next 
plea is that the Management is a research Institute and a 
part of Indian Council of Agriculture, a society registered 
under a Society’s Registration Act. Their employees are 
governed by rules and regulations of the Central 
Government. The Management being a research Institute, 
is not business, engaged in Trade and Industrial activity, 
therefore they cannot be claimed to be an Industry in view 
of the judgement of the Supreme Court in the case of 
Physical Laboratory reported as 1997(3) RSJ 215. This 
Tribunal, it is claimed by the Management also held a similar 
view in the case of ID No. 22 of 1990 and the same was the 
view of Labour Court, Jaipur, as expressed by them in the 
case of Labour Court 165 of 1969. Rajasthan High Court in 
its Jaipur Bench also held the same view in the case of 
CWP 4083/2000 decided on 11th December, 2002. 

On merits the claim of the Management is that the 
claim of the workman projected in para 1 to 7 is wrong and 
incorrect. Their case is that the workman was engaged as a 
daily wager in the year 1996, on the eventuality of seasonal 
work and was disengaged in the year 1998. The Indian 
Council of Agriculture Research prohibited the engagement 
of daily wager by their letter Admn 1/85/5437 dated 
4th July, 1998. The Management admitted that they had 
not issued any notice to the workman, nor they ever 
recruited fresh daily wagers, in place of the workman nor 
the workman served the Management for 240 days, 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement. None of 
his juniors were retained while his services were 
disengaged. Reiterating the claim that they cannot be styled 
as an Industry, it is submitted by them that (he workman 
had served the Management on the days as shown in para 
1 and as per that details, the workman had not served the 
Management for 240 days in any of the year nor within 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement. They 
denied that the Management did not follow the procedure 
or exhibited an element of discrimination, illegality while 
dispensing with the services of the Management. 

The workman appeared as a witness in the case and 
in cross examination admitted that he has no document to 
show that he was engaged in the year 1983 or that his 
services were terminated on ls( July, 1988. According to 
him the Management had not prepared any seniority list. 
He also could not say that the Management was engaged 
in the research. Admitting that he had filed an application 
before CAT and Writ Petition before H.P. High Court, he 
denied that he was engaged in the year 1986 or that the 
work, which he did was seasonal. He claimed that all the 
work is now being done by a contractor. He further admitted 
that the detail of working days given in the statement 
incorporated in the Written Statement, is correct and as per 
that statement he had not served the management, for 240 
days in a calendar year. Dr. K. S. Risan who appeared as a 
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witness for the Management proved his affidavit MW-1 
and relied upon the letter No. 5437 dated 4th July, 1998. In 
cross examination he admitted that the Management had 
not chargesheeted the workman nor they had terminated 
his services. In fact since the Management did not receive 
the sanction to engage the workmen, therefore, no workman 
was engaged. He could not say which of the workman was 
junior to the workman and to whom the Management had 
engaged ignoring the claim of the workman. According to 
him the management used to engage the workmen after 
getting the permission and after holding interviews. He 
admitted the contents of order dated 8th Sep., 2003 and 
stated that the Management is not engaged in any business 
but stated that as per the directions of the Management 
Centre in getting available work done through the contract 
Labour. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the parties through their Counsel. 

The matter, which is under the consideration of this 
Tribunal, is whether the Management, as detailed in the 
case had terminated the services of Shri Devi Chand w.e.f. 
1st July, 1998, and whether that disengagement was just 
and legal. If not to what relief the workman is entitled to 
and from which date. The workman in his statement 
categorically admitted that he has no proof to show that he 
had joined duty with the management, in the year 1993. In 
their written Statement the management admitted that the 
workman was disengaged in the year 1998 and he had joined 
the service with the Management, as daily wager, in the 
year 1986. The reference required to be answered is whether 
the management had terminated the service of the workman 
out 1st July, 1998. The management, as stated earlier 
admitted in para No. 2, on merit, that the workman was 
disengaged in March, 1998. Thus the disengagement of 
the workman by the Management is not denied and even 
the year of his disengagement is not denied. So it is proved 
that the services of the workman were disengaged in the 
year 1998. 

What is next to be seen is whether that disengagement 
was valid or not. Related to this question is whether the 
Management while disengaging the workman, violated 
some provisions of law which gave protection to the 
workman. In other words it has to be seen whether the 
Management followed the provisions .of Act, more 
specifically Section 25-F of the Act before terminating his 
services. The answer to this follows on thus. In order to, 
get the protection under Section 25-F of the Act, the 
workman was supposed to prove that on the day his 
services were disengaged, he had put in not less than a 
year of service to the management, his employer. The year 
of service is defined in Section 25-B, according to which, 
the person claiming himself to be workman should prove 
that he had served the Management for not less than 240 
days before he was engaged. The workman in his statement 
admitted the detail of working days shown by the 
Management in their written Statement, as correct. He 
however claimed that he had served the Management for 
240 days in the year 1980. By his own statement he admitted 


that he had not served the Management for 240 days 12 
months preceding the date of termination of his services, 
therefore, he cannot claim the protection under Section 25- 
F of the Act for which the sine qua non is having served 
the Management continuously for 240 days 12 months 
preceding the date of termination of his services. The 
workman has utterly failed to prove that he had served the 
Management for 240 days. He admitted the number of days 
he had served for the Management as detailed in para 10 of 
the Written Statement. According to the detail given, the 
workman did not serve the Management for 240 days in 
calendar year preceding the date of his termination. 

As discussed above the workman has failed to show 
that he had served the Management for the period as 
required under Section 25-F of the Act, therefore, he was 
entitled to the protection given by the said provision. The 
Management thus did not violate the provision of law when 
they did not give notice to the workman before the 
termination of services or/and when they did not pay him 
the wages for the notice period and the retrenchment 
compensation, as they were not under an obligation to pay 
the same. Since the workman has failed to prove that he 
was a workman who had served the Management for 
specified period, as required under Section 25-F of the Act. 
In the circumstances the disengagement of the workman, 
in the year 1998 or on 1st July, 1998, was just and legal and 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. The award is 
passed against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 27 2007 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3092.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 988/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Central Sheep and Wool Research Institute, and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L42012/154/2001-IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVX INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-41, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case LD. No. 988/200$ 

Registered on 16-9-2005 

Date of Decision; 18-7-2007 

Brahma Nand S/o Shri Dele Ram, Village Bhora, PO. 
Diyar, District Kullu (H.P.). ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, CSSRI, Avikanagar, Tehsil Malpura, 
District Tonk, Rajasthan. ... Respondent 

Appearance: 

For the Workman : Shri Y. S. Bajwa, AR 

For the Management : Mr. R. K. Sharma, AR. 

AWARD 

The following dispute has been received from 
Ministry of Labour, Government of India for adjudication 
vide their order No. L-42012/154/2001-1R (CM-II) dated 
6th August, 2002: 

“Whether the action of the Management of North 
Temperate Regional Station, Central Sheep and Wool 
Research Institute, Garsa District, Kullu (H. P.) 
represented through the Head North Temperate, 
Regional Station, Garsa and the Director, Central 
Sheep and Wool Research Institute, Avikanagar, 
Tehsil Malpura, District Tonk, Rajasthan in 
terminating the services of Shri Brahma Nand 
S/o Shri Dele Ram w.e.f. 1st July, 1998 is just and' 
legal ? If not, to what relief the workman is enti tled to 
and from which date ?” 

In response to the notice issued to the parties the 
workman appeared and filed his Claim Statement. The 
Management filed short Written Statement but later on 
filed detailed Written Statement dated 30th August, 2005. 
The workman filed an application for striking of defence of 
the respondents. The respondents instead of filing reply 
to the application filed detailed Written Statement and the 
affidavit of Dr. K. S. Risan, Head of the Regional Institute. 
The workman also filed his affidavit in support of his claim. 
The parties have placed on record photocopies of a number 
of documents, including the award passed by CGIT-cum- 
Labour Court, Chandigarh dated 23rd July, 2002, order of 
Labour Court, Jaipur in MA No. Labour Court 165 of 1969. 
Both, the workman as well as K. S. Risan, appeared as 
witness and were subject to cross-examination by the 
opposite side. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined service 
with the Management as labourer in the year 1983 and 
served them upto 1st July, 1998 when his services were 


illegally terminated; that he used to receive his salary after 
a month at the rate ofRs. 83 per day; that the post, against 
which he was engaged, is still existing; that the Management 
did not issue any notice to him before the termination of 
his services nor paid him the wages for the notice period. 
Retrenchment compensation was also not paid although 
he had put in 240 days continuous service for the 
Management within 12 months preceding the date of 
termination of his services. They also did not hold any 
inquiry against him. Thus they terminated his services 
violating Section 25F of the I.D. Act, hereinafter to be 
referred as “Act”. They recruited fresh hands and also 
retained his juniors but terminated his services. Thus 
exercised unfair labour practice; that the workman was 
engaged through employment exchange and the post on 
which he worked was perennial in nature and not seasonal. 

Since the Management has now filed the detailed 
Written Statement, the short Written Statement filed by 
them stand merged with the detailed Written Statement. 
The Management has opposed the claim of the workman; 
They have raised the preliminary objections to the 
maintainability of the reference stating that the workman 
has not approached this Tribunal with clean hands 
therefore, the reference is not maintainable. The workman 
had approached the CAT and then the High Court of H.R, 
by way of writ, which was dismissed, but the workman has 
concealed these facts from this Tribunal, therefore, he 
stands non suited on the ground of withholding the facts 
as is commanded by the Apex Court of the country in the 
case, reported as AIR 1994 Supreme Court, 853. Their next 
plea is that the Management is a Research Institute and a 
part of Indian Council of Agriculture, a society registered 
under a Society’s Registration Act. Their employees are 
governed by rules and regulations of the Geiitral 
Government. The Management being a Research Institute, 
is not business, engaged in Trade and Industrial activity, 
therefore they cannot be claimed to be an Industry in view 
of the judgement of the Supreme Court in the case of 
Physical Laboratory reported as 1997(3) RSJ 215. This 
Tribunal, it is claimed by the Management also held a similar 
view in the case of ID No. 22 of 1990 and the same was the 
view of Labour Court, Jaipur, as expressed by them in the 
case ofLabour Court 165 of 1969. Rajasthan High Court in 
its Jaipur Bench also held the same view in the case of 
CWP 4083/2000 decided on 11th December, 2002. 

On merits the claim of the Management is that the 
claim of the workman projected in para 1 to 7 is wrong and 
incorrect. Their case is that the workman was engaged as a 
daily wager in the year 1986, on the eventuality of seasonal 
work and was disengaged in the year March, 1998. The 
Indian Council of Agriculture Research prohibited the 
engagement of daily wager by their letter Admn. 1/85/5437 
dated 4th July, 1998. The Management admitted that they 
had not issued any notice to the workman, nor they ever 
recruited fresh daily wagers, in place of the workman nor 
the workman served the Management for 240 days, 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement. None of 
his juniors were retained while his services were 
disengaged. Reiterating the claim that they cannot be styled 




as an Industry, it is submitted by them that the workman 
had served the Management on the days as shown in para 
I and as per that details, the workman had not served the 
Management for 240 days in any of the year nor within 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement. They 
denied that the Management did not follow the procedure 
or exhibited an element of discrimination, illegality while 
dispensing with the services of the Management. 

The workman appeared as a witness in the case and 
m cross-examination admitted that he has no document to 
show that he was engaged in the year 1983 or that his 
services were terminated on 1st July, 1988. According to 
him the Management had not prepared any seniority list. 
He also could not say that the Management was engaged 
in the research. Admitting that he had filed an application 
before CAT and Writ Petition before H.P. High Court, he 
denied that he was engaged in the year 1986 or that the 
work, which he did was seasonal. He claimed that all the 
work is now being done by a contractor. He further admitted 
that the detail of working days given in the statement 
incorporated in the Written Statement, is correct and as per 
that statement he had not served the Management, for 240 
days in a calendar year. Dr. K.S. Risan who appeared as a 
witness for the Management proved his affidavit MW-1 
and relied upon the letter No. 5437 dated 4th July, 1998. In 
cross-examination he admitted that the Management had 
not charge sheeted the workman nor they had terminated 
his services. In fact since the Management did not receive 
the sanction to engage the workmen, therefore, no workman 
was engaged. He could not say which of the workman was 
junior to the workman and to whom the Management had 
engaged ignoring the claim of the workman. According to 
him the Management used to engage the workmen after 
getting the permission and after holding interviews. He 
admitted the contents of order dated 8th Sep., 2003 and 
stated that the Management is not engaged in any business 
but stated that as per the directions of the Management 

Centre in getting available work done through the contract 
labour. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the parties through their Counsel. 

The matter, which is under the consideration of this 
Tribunal, is whether the Management, as detailed in the 
case had terminated the services of Shri Brahma Nand w.e.f. 

1st July, 1998, and whether that disengagement was just 
and legal. If not to what relief the workman is entitled to 
and from which date. The workman in his statement 
categorically admitted that he has no proof to show that he 
had joined duty with the Management, in the year 1993 In 
their written statement the Management admitted that the 
workman was disengaged in the year 1998 and he had joined 
the service with the Management, as daily wager, in the 
year 1986. The reference required to be answered is whether 
the Management had terminated the service of the workman 
on 1st July, 1998. The management, as stated earlier admitted 


in para No. 2, on merit, that the workman was disengaged 
in March, 1998. Thus the disengagement of the workman 
by the Management is not denied and even the year of his 
disengagement is not denied. So it is proved that the 
services of the workman were disengaged in the. year 1998 

What is next to be seen is whether that disengagement 
was valid or not. Related to this question is whether the 
Management while disengaging the workman, violated 
some provisions of law which gave protection to the 
workman. In other words it has to be seen whether the 
Management followed the provisions of Act, more 
specifically Section 25-F of the Act before terminating his 
services. The answer to this follows on thus. In order to 
get the protection under Section 25-F of the Act, the 
workman was supposed to prove that on the day his 
services were disengaged, he had put in not less than a 
year of service to the Management, his employer. The year 
of service is defined in Section 25-B, according to which 
the person claiming himself to be workman should prove 
that he had served the Management for not less than 240 
days before he was engaged. The workman in his statement 
admitted the detail of working days shown by the 
Management in their written Statement, as correct He 
fimher admitted that he had not served the Management 
for 240 days in any calendar year. Thus the workman 
admitted that he had not served the Management for 240 
days 12 months preceding the date of termination of his 
services, therefore, he cannot claim the protection under 
Section 25-F of the Act for which the sine qua non is “having 
served the Management continuously for 240 days 12 
months preceding the date of termination of his services 
The workman has utterly foiled to prove that he had served 
the Management for 240 days. He admitted the number of 
days he had served for the Management as detailed in para 
10 of the Written Statement. According to the detail given, 
the workman did not serve the management for 240 days in 
any calendar year. 

As discussed above the workman has failed to show 
that he had served the Management for the period as 
required under Section 25-F of the Act, therefore, he was 
entitled to the protection given by the said provision. The 
Management thus did not violate the provision of law 
when they did not give notice to the workman before the 
termination of services or/and when they did not pay him 
the wages for the notice period and the retrenchment 
compensation, as they were not under an obligation to pay 
the same. Since the workman has failed to prove that he 
was a workman who had served the Management for 
specified period, as required under Section 25-F of the Act 
In the circumstances the disengagement of the workman 
in the year 1998 or on 1st July, 1998, was just and legal and 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. ,The award is 
passed against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for necessaiy action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3093.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 409/ 
2005) Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of FCI and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 27-09-2007. 

[No. L-22012/475/1999-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

PRESENT: 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case I.D. No. 409/2005 

Registered on: 19-08-2005 

Date of Order: 10-08-2007 

Maya Ram S/o Jag Ram, 

C/o. FCI Karamchari Sangthan, 

BMS Aggarsain Chowk, 

Mohan Nagar, 

Kurukshetra ... Petitioner 

Versus 

District Manager, 

FCI, Kurukshetra ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Mr. A.K. Batra 

Advocate 

For the Management Mr. Santok Singh 
Advocate 


AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent After Mr. A.K. » 
Batra who was representing him submitted that he has no 
instructions to appear, a notice under R/C vide Postal 
Receipt No. 438 dated 17th May,2007 was issued to the 
workman asking him to appear and produce his evidence. 
The R/C carrying the notice has not been received back 
nor the workman is present. It is more than two months ago 
that the notice was sent and it leads to the presumption 
that the workman had received the notice, but he has not 
chosen to appear in the case. It further, gives rise to the 
conclusion that he is no more interested in the case. 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour Order 
No. L-22012/475/99-IR (C-II) dated 15th Dec., 2003 referred 
the dispute to this Tribunal with a direction to find out 
whether the action of the Management of FCI of India, 
Kurukshetra in terminating the services of Shri Maya Ram 
was legal and justified and if not to what relief he was 
entitled to. 

The parties appeared and filed their pleadings in the 
shape of Claim Statement of the workman and Written 
Statement of the Management rejoinder of the workman, 
his affidavit and affidavit of the District Manager, MS. 
Bhullar witness of the Management. In reply to the claim 
of the workman, that he was engaged by the FCI Jagadhari 
in January, 1993 on a monthly salary of Rs. 930 and the 
Management terminated his services on 9th Sep., 1996, 
without following the provisions of I.D. Act, hereinafter 
referred to as Act, the Management stated that there never 
existed a relationship of employee and employer between 
the parties; and that the workman had been engaged by 
Messrs. Ex-Servicemen Service Society, Mohan Nagar, 
Kurukshetra, and he was never engaged by the 
Management nor his services were terminated by them, 
therefore, there was no question of termination of his 
services by the Management. 

The parties supported have their claims with the 
affidavits of their witnesses i.e. of a workman and M.S. 
Bhullar, the District Manager. On record I find a copy of the 
agreement executed between Ex-Servicemen Society and 
the Management and a copy of log book claimed to be that 
of the Management produced by the workman. But the 
record of the file shows that none of the parties proved the 
documents or stood to the cross-examination of the 
opposite side. The documents produced have not been 
proved. 

On record I find only the pleadings of the parties 
and the documents which are countered by the other side. 
In this situation I do not find any evidence to show that 
the workman was engaged by the Management and it was 
they who had terminated his services in violation of ttie 
provisions of the Act, therefore his disengagement was 
illegal and unjustified. Since the workman has virtually 
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withdrawn from prosecuting his case and on record I do 
not find any evidence to show that he was disengaged by 
the Management in violation of provisions of the Act he is 
entitled to no relief. For want ofevidence the reference is 
answered against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to 
the appropriate Govt, for necessary action and file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3094.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No 21/ 
1994) of, the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of ECL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 27-09-2007. 

[No. L-22012/430/1993-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR court, asansol 

PRESENT: 

Md. Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. 21 of 1994 
PARTIES 

The Agent, Ratibati Colliery Workshop, 

ECL, Kahpahari, Burdwan 

Vrs. 

The President, 

Colliery Mazdoor Union, 

Kalipahari, Burdwan 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the Management : SirP.K. Das, 

Advocate 

For the Union : Sri M. Mukheijee, 

(Workman) Advocate 


Industry. Coal State : West Bengal 

Dated the 11-09-2007 

AWARD * 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
430/93-IR (C.II) dated 28-09-1994 has been pleased to refer 
the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whetehr the action of the management Ratibati 
Workshop of ECL in not promoting Sh. L.K. Roy 
from Grade ‘ C ’ to Grade B ’ without considering the 
norms of cadre promotion scheme is legal and 
justified? If not to what relief the concerned workman 
is entitled to?” 

After having received the Order No. L-22012/403/93- 
IR (C.II) dated 28-09-1994 of the aforesaid reference from 
the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, for 
adjudication of the dispute a reference case No. 21 of 1994 
was registered on 19-12-94 and accordingly an order to 
that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
registered post to the parties concerned directing them to 
appear in the court on the date fixed and to file their written 
statements along with the relevant documents and a list of 
witnesses in support of their claims. In compliance of the 
said order notices by the registered post were issued to 
the parties concerned. Sir P.K. Das, Advocate and Sri M. 
Mukheijee, Advocate appeared in the Court to represent 
the Management and the union respectively. 

From the perusal of the record it transpires that earlier 
a reference case No. 8 of 1994 was received vide order No. 
L-22012/430/93-IR (C-II) dated 25-3-94 for adjudication from 
the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi. The 
dispute is between the same parties on the same subject, 
so both the records were tagged with each other. Both the 
parties had appeared in the court on summons and had 
filed their written statement in support of their case. 

On perusal of the record it transpires that the record 
was fixed for hearing but the union left taking any step on 
its behalf since 22-11-06 to 11-09-07. Several directions and 
opportunities were given to the union to appear in the 
court and take suitable -steps on its behalf but 
unfortunately neither the learned lawyer of the union nor * 
the union itself appeared in the court to take any step. In 
the prevailing facts and circumstances of the case it is not 
just and proper or advisable to keep this old reference 
pending any more in anticipation of appearance of the 
union. As such it is hereby 
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ORDERED 

that let a “No Dispute Award” be and the same is passed. 
Send the copies of the order to the Govt, of India, Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi for information and needful The 
reference is accordingly disposed of. 

Md. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3095.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 20/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Central Public Works Department and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
27-9-2007. 

[No. L42012/71/2004-IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PKESIG1NG OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALTTJM- 
LABOUR COURT-U, NEW DELHI 

PRESENT: 

RN. Rai, Presiding Officer 
LD. No. 20/2005 

Sh.B.K. Prasad ... 1st Party 

Sh. A.K. Gupta ... 2nd Party 

In the matter of: 

Shri Laljeet Yadav &Ors., 

C/o General Secretary, 

CPWD Mazdoor Union, 

Room No. 95,1/10, 

Jamnagar House, Shahjahan Road, 

New Delhi 


The Director General of Works, 

CPWD, Nirman Bhawan, 

New Delhi-110011 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No.L-42012/71/ 
2004-IR (CM-II) Central Government dt. 18-2-2005 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder:— 

"Whether the demand of the CPWD Mazdoor Union 
for equal wages for equal work and regularization of 
the services of contract labourers, namely S/Shri 
Laljeet Yadav, Wireman; Satish Kumar, Wireman; Ajay 
Kumar, Khalasi; Omkar Singh, Wireman; Yogender, 
Wireman & Ram Ganesh, Khalasi in Electrical 
Divisions 4 & 14 of the Central Public Works 
Department, New Delhi is legal and justified? If yes 
to what relief these workmen are entitled and from 
which date." 

The workmen applicants have filed claim statement. 
In the claim statement it has been stated that the details of 
the workmen i.e. their names, date of birth, category, 
designation, qualifications, technical qualifications, first 
entry, Division in which they are attached, working place 
and the name of contractor(s) are indicated in 
Annexure-A. 

That Shri Laljeet Yadav and Shri Satish Kumar is 
working as Wireman and Sh. Ajay Kumar is working as 
Khalasi in ED No. 14, Sub-division-4, CPWD, Pragati 
Maidan, New Delhi and Shri Omkar Singh and Yogender 
Singh is working as Wireman and Shri Ram Ganesh is 
working as Khalasi and they are performing their duties 
under ED No. 4, Sub-division-2, CPWD, Sewa Bhawan, R. 
K. Puram, New Delhi. 

That the workmen had filed the Writ Petition before 
the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi and as per the directions 
of the Honhle Court, they were allowed to work under the 
management and if the contractors were changed, they 
worked continuously as per the order of the said Hon*ble 
High Court of Delhi and their case of regularization and 
abolition was referred to the Ministry of Labour. 

That the Ministry of Labour in exercise of powers 
conferred by Sub-section (1) of Section 10 of the Contract 
Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970 (37 of 1970), 
the Central Government, in consultation with the Central 
Advisory Contract Labour Board prohibited the 
employment of the contract labour in the process, operation 
or woik specified in the schedule, in the off sce/establishment 
of Central Public Works Department, Ministry of Urban 
Development & Employment, New Delhi and the 
Notification for prohibiting the employment of Khalasi etc. 
were notified by the Ministry' of Labour Notification dated 
21-07-2002, in the extraordinary Gazette of the Govt oftndia 


Versus 
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in Para-II, Section 3 and Sub-section (2). Copy of the said 
notification is annexed as Annexure-B. 


That after the said notification, the following workmen 
w ere to be treated as direct employees of the management 
of CPWD and their status is of a daily rated workers directly 
employed by the management: 


Name 

Designation 

First Entry 

Division 

Laljeet Yadav 

Wireman 

23-03-1988 

ED.XIV/IV 

Satish Kumar 

Wireman 

20-10-1998 

-do- 

Ajai Kumar 

Khalasi 

20-10-1998 

-do- 

Omkar Singh 

Wireman 

15-04-1997 

ED.V/n 

Yogender Singh Wireman 

1 01-05-1997 

-do- 

Ram Ganesh 

Khalasi 

16-12-1999 

-do- 


That the above workmen have been getting only 
minimum wages fixed by the appropriate government from 
time to time i.e. Wireman are getting skilled and Khalasis 
are getting un-skilled wages but the daily wages workers 
in CPWD have been getting equal wages in the time scale 
with all the allowances except increments attached to the 
category but the said wages denied to these workmen. 
Copy of the order issued by the CPWD management is 
annexed as Annexure-C with this statement of clainy 


That in CPWD, daily rated workers in the category 
of Wiremen and Khalasi have been getting their wages in 
time scale plus DA, ADA, HRA, CCA, IR except increment. 
Now' these workers are also entitled to the wages fixed in 
the time scale from the date of their initial employment 
being skilled workmen. 


That as per the judgement of the Hon'ble Supreme 
Court in the matter of Surinder Singh and Others, the daily 
rated workers are also entitled to be regularized in the time 
scale after completion of 6 months of their contmous 
service. 


That the technical qualifications for regular 
employment in the category of wiremen, the second class 
licence is required and S/Shn Laljeet Yadav. Satish Kumar. 
Omkar Singh and Yogender Singh are having the essential 
technical qualifications and Ajay Kumar and Ram Ganesh 
are performing their duties as Khalasi. so they have acquired 
sufficient experience for working as unskilled labour with 
the management of CPWD. 

That the workmen connected with the dispuie are 
entitled for equal pay for equal work and also regularization 
in the category' of skilled and unskilled workmen being 
Wi remen and Khalasi respectively. 

That the pay scale of Wiremen is the time scale of 
Rs. 3050-4590 and pay scale of Khalasi is in time scale of 
Rs. 2550-3200 and the wiremen who are performing the 
duty of wiremen and the work performing their duties as 


Khalasis are entitled equal pay-and regularization in these 
pay scale. 

That non-payment of equal wages for equal work 
and non-regularization of the services of these workmen is 
illegal as well as unjustified. 

The management has filed written statement. In the 
written statement it has been stated that the statement of 
claim filed by the claimants is nothing but misuse and abuse 
of process of law. No cause of action has accrued to the 
claimants to file the present claim and the same has been 
filed for ulterior reasons. At the very outset it is clarified 
that there is no employer-employee relationship between 
the claimants and the management and the complaint/claim 
is not maintainable by the claimant against the management 
under the provisions of ID Act, 1947. 

That the management have availed the services of 
private agency' for performing the work in public interest. It 
is submitted that the claimants have been engaged by 
such a private agency and are being paid by such agency. 
The present claimants are being controlled, commanded, 
supervised and paid by such private agency. 

That in the facts and circumstances of the case the 
workmen have no cause of action and no relief is 
maintainable against the replying management. 

That the applicants from SI. No. 1 to 3 i.e. Shri Laljeet 
Yadav, Wireman; Shri Satish Kumar, Wireman and Shri 
Ajay' Kumar, Khalasi were engaged by M/s. Naini Electricals, 
34. Samaspur Jagir, Patparganj, New Delhi for the work in 
the premises of Andaman and Nicobar Guest House i.e. 
one of the site of SD IV/Elect. Divn. 14. The applicants at 
SI No. 4 and 6 i.e. Shri Omkar Singh, Wireman and Shri Ram 
Ganesh, Khalasi are the employees of M/s. N. S. Rawats, 
UK Enterprises. C-3/32. Dayalpur Ext., Delhi-110094 for the 
work at Bihar Niwas w hile the applicant at SI. No. 5 i.e. 
Shri Yogendra Singh, Wireman is the employee of 
M/s. Aero Electrical. A-12, AcharvaNiketan, MayurVihar, 
Phase-I, Delhi-1 10091 for the work at AARDO building 
under the control of SD-II/ED V. 

That it is submitted that the demand of the CPWD 
Mazdoor Union for equal wages for equal work and 
regularization of the services of contract Labourers, namely 
S/Shri Laljeet Yadav, Wireman: Satish Kumar. Wireman; 
Ajay Kumar. Khalasi . Omkar Singh, Wireman; Yogendra, 
Wireman and Ram Ganesh, Khalasi in Electrical Division 
No. 5 (wrongly mentioned as Electrical Divn. 4) and 
Electrical Divn. No. 14 of the CPWD, New' Delhi is neither 
legal nor justified and not maintainable for grant of equal 
wages for equal work and regularization of their services 
in the management is as per the following facts and 
guidelines issued from time to time. 

That the contents o! the corresponding para need 
reply in view of the facts and submissions made in 
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preliminary submission as submitted hereinabove and the 
contents of the same may be read as reply to this para also. 

It is submitted that the CPWD has awarded the 
specific work of providing maintenance and operation of 
electrical services to the aforesaid contractors and the said 
contractors are performing the awarded job in terms of the 
contract and the applicants herein are working for the said 
contractors in his employee-employer relationship. 

It is however submitted that the above workers have 
been employed against the Deposit work for which regular 
staff is not required to be posted as this is not perennial 
nature of work for CPWD and can be discontinued at any 
time. The workman was an employee of the contractor to 
whom contract has been awarded for execution of work 
and having no relation with CPWD. It is further submitted 
that the contract has not been awarded for employment of 
wireman/khalasi and when a job is to be done, the contractor 
may employ labour as in all the contracts for the work to be 
executed by the department on contract. It is further 
submitted that the workman is not entitled for initiation of 
any type of proceedings or claim, as the said workmen 
have never been engaged by CPWD. It is further submitted 
that there has never been master/servant relationship 
between the workman and the management. It is added 
that the Hon’ble Supreme Court has over-ruled the judgment 
dated 30-08-2001 in Air India case vide their subsequent 
judgment in the case of SAIL Vs. National Union for Water 
Front Workers. The extract of the judgment at sub-paras 
(3) to (6) of para 121 of the judgment states that neither 
section 10 of the CLRA Act nor any other provision in the 
Act, whether expressly or by necessary implication, 
provides for automatic absorption of contract labourers 
on issuing a notification by appropriate government under 
sub section (1) of section 10, prohibiting employment of 
contract labourer, in any process, operation or other work 
in any establishment. Consequently, the principal employer 
cannot be required to order absorption of the contract 
labourer working in the concerned establishment. 

There is no employer-employee relationship between 
the claimants and the management in view of the facts 
stated herein and the complaint/claim is not maintainable 
by the claimant against the management under the 
provisions of ID Act, 1947. It is reiterated that the applicant 
at SI. No. 1 to 3 i.e. Shri Laljeet Yadav, Wireman, Shri Satish 
Kumar, Wireman and Shri Ajay Kumar, Khalasi were 
engaged by M/s. Nairn Electricals, 34, Samaspur Jagir, 
Patparganj. New Delhi for the work in the premises of 
Andaman and Nicobar Guest House i.e. one of the site of 
SD IV/Elect. Divn. 14. The applicants at SI. No. 4 and 6 i.e. 
Shri Omkar Singh, Wireman and Shri Ram Gancsh. Khalasi 
are the employees of M/s. N.S. Rawat, UK Enterprises, 
C-3/32, Dayalpur Ext., Delhi-110094 for the work at Bihar 
Niwas while the applicant at SI. No. 5 i.e. Shri Yogendra 
Singh, Wireman is the employee of M/s. Aero Electrical, 


A-12, Achaiya Niketan, Mayur Vihar, Phase-I, Delhi-110091 
for the work at AARDO building under the control of 
SD-II/EDV 

It is submitted that any grievances pertaining to the 
wages and/or anything else is not maintainable against the 
replying management as the applicants are the employees 
of the aforesaid contractors. 

The claim by the petitioner and others are denied on 
the basis of already decided similar cases by Hon’ble 
Supreme Court wherein the court has over-ruled the 
judgment dated 30-08-2001 vide the subsequent judgment 
in the -case of SAIL Vs. National Union for Water Front 
Workers. 

The workmen applicants have filed rejoinder. In their 
rejoinder they have reiterated the averments of their claim 
statement and have denied most of the paras of the written 
statement: The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard argument from both the sides and perused the 
papers on the record. 

From pleadings of the parties the following issues 
arise for adjudication: 

(1) Whether there is employer-employee 
relationship-between the management and the 
workmen & the duties performed by the 
workmen are perennial in nature and the 
workmen are entitled to regularization? 

(2) Whether the rule of “equal pay for equal worij” 
is applicable to the workmen? 

(3) Relief if any. 

ISSUE NO. 1 

It was submitted from the side of the workmen 
applicants that they are working under the control and 
supervision of the management right from 1997,1998 and 
1999. It was also submitted that M/o Labour has prohibited 
the employment of the contract labour in the process/ 
operation or work specified in the schedule in the office/ 
establishment of CPWD, M/o Urban Development and 
Employment, New Delhi and the notification for prohibition 
of employment of Khalasi were notified by the M/o Labour. 
Notification dated 21 -07-2002 has been notified in the extra¬ 
ordinary gazette of the GOI in Part-II Section 3 of the 
sub-section 2, 

It was further submitted that after prohibition of 
contract labour w.e.f. 21-07-2002 the workmen have been 
still continuing their work and they should be atleast 
treated as daily wager of the management as engaged as 
engagement of contract labour has been prohibited by the 
Government w.e.f. 21-07-2002. 
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It was further submitted that CPWD is not making 
payment to the workmen equal wages in time scale with all 
the allowances as made to the regular employees. The 
daily rated workers in the category of Wireman & Khalasi 
have been getting their wages in time scale plus (+) DA, 
ADA, HRA, CCA, IR except increment. These workers are 
also entitled to the wages fixed in time scale from the date 
of their initial employment being skilled woikmen. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workmen have been engaged by the contractor 
and they are working under the control and supervision of 
the contractor. It cannot be said that their services are 
integrated with the management. CPWD has been assigned 
maintenance of Andaman & Nicobar Bhawan and the 
CPWD lias engaged private agency for performing the work 
in public interest and the claimants have been engaged by 
such private agency and are being paid by such agency. 
They are being controlled and supervised by the agencies 
under whom they work. 

It was further submitted that the workmen at SI. No. 1 
to 3, Shri Laljeet Yadav, Wireman, Shri Satish Kumar, 
Wireman and Shri Ajay Kumar. Khalasi were engaged by 
M/s. Naini Electricals in the premises of A & N Guest House 
The workmen at SI. No. 4&6, Shri Omkar Singh, Wireman 
and Shri Ram Ganesh, Khalasi are the employees of 
M/s. M. S. Rawat, UK Enterprises and these workmen have 
been engaged at Bihar Niwas and the workman 
Shri Yogender Singh was deputed for work at AARDO 
Building under the control of SD-ll/ED Vth. CPWD has 
aw arded specified work of maintenance and operation of 
electricals to the aforesaid contractors and the said 
contractors are performing the awarded job in terms of the 
contract and the applicants are working for the said 
contractors. The workmen have been employed against 
the deposit work for which regular staff is not required to 
be posted as this is not perennial nature of work for CPWD 
and it can he discontinued by any time by the concerned 
government. 

Contract has been awarded for specific job and not 
for employment. 

The workmen have filed photocopies of Log Book. 

In the log book complaints have been registered and repairs 
have been done by these workmen. It is admitted that it 
has been signed by the Jr. Engineer, CPWD. 

It was submitted by the management that by mere 
signing of the log book it cannot be presumed that the 
workmen w orked under the control and supervision of the 
management. The complaints made are registered and the 
workmen are given to repair the lines where complaint has 
been made. There is no proof that the management assigned 
the job to the workmen. The workmen were sent by the 
contractors. They received the complaints and they acted 
accordingly. The workmen did not work in the premises of 
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the management as A & N Bhawan/Guest House and Bihar 
Niwas are not the premises owned by the CPWD. Only the 5 * 
specific work of maintenance has been assigned to the 
CPWD and CPWD has engaged contractors for the specific 
job. 

The workman Shri Laljeet Yadav has admitted that 
he got his salary from the contractor throughout. He has 
further admitted that he w'as assigned work by 
Shri Sachdeva, Contractor and he worked in A& N Bhawan, 
Chanakyapuri, New Delhi. He has further admitted that he 
has also worked for Sachdeva at Janpat Bhawan other 
multistoreyed building where Sh. Sachdeva was contractor 
in the year 1994—1997. This w orkman has further admitted 
that Rajeev—Sanjeev Electrical got the contract for wiring 
etc. in A & N Bhawan. He has further admitted that he 
works sometimes at A & N Bhawan, sometimes in some 
other unit where he was sent by the contractor from time to 
time. He has further admitted that he did not know for 
which sub-division of CPWD he had worked. He has 
further admitted that he had made request to M/s. Naini 
Electricals that he may send him at any place for work. The 
workman has further admitted that he w as prepared if the 
contractor asked him to leave his job. The management 
has awarded the contract to the contractor for maintenance 
and operation of electrical services in A & N Bhawan/ 
Guest House. 

Sh. Lajeet Yadav has also admitted that A & N 
Bhawan/Guest House is owned by the government of 
A & N. The Government awards the contract to CPWD for 
maintenance and CPWD gives it to the contractors. 

The workman Shri Omkar Singh has also admitted 
tliat he nev er applied for service with the management and 
ail the workmen were getting their salary from the 
contractor. The terms of salary etc. were settled by the 
contractor. 

From perusal of the cross-examination of these two 
workmen namely Shri Laljeet Yadav and Shri Omkar Singh 
it stands established that the workmen worked under the 
control and supervision of the contractor and used to get 
their salaries through contractor under whom they worked. 
The workmen acted according to the contractor and not 
according to the management. 

These workmen have also admitted that the tPWD 
has been assigned the work of maintenance of different 
units just as Bihar Niwas and A & N Bhawan/Guest House 
by the concerned government and the CPWD awards the 
same job to some contractor and the contractors engages 
the workmen for his own job i.e. maintenance of A & N 
Bhawan/Guest House, Bihar Niwas etc. So it cannot be 
said that the management engaged the workmen for its 
ownwork. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that in view of Uma Devi 2006 SCC (L&S) 753 no question 
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of regularization arises. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in the 
same case has also emphasized that the Courts/Tribunals 
in their sympathy for the handful ad hoc/casual employees 
before it cannot ignore the claims for equal opportunity 
for the teening millions of the country who are also seeking 
employment. In such case, the Courts/Tribunals should 
adhere to the constitutional norms and should not water 
down constitutional requirement in any way. 

It has been held in 2006 SCC (L&S) 753. “one aspect 
needs to be clarified. There may be cases where irregular 
appointment (not illegal appointments) as explained in 
S. V. Narayanappa, R.N. NanjudappaandB. N. Nagarajan 
and referred to in para 15 above of duly qualified persons 
in duly sanctioned vacant posts might have been made 
and the employees have continued to work for ten years or 
more but without the intervention. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that it is admitted that the workmen have been continued 
under the orders of the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi. The 
workman initially invoked the writ jurisdiction and the 
Hon’ble High Court ordered that the workman will be 
continued in case the contractors are changed. 

It is obvious that the management continued these 
workmen under the directions of the Hon’ble Delhi High 
Court 

It was submitted from the side of the workmen that 
in Steel Authority of India’s case the Hon’ble Apex Court 
directed the industrial adjudicator to regularize the services 
of the workmen if the contract is found sham and not 
genuine. This case law has not been distinguished in Uma 
Devi’s case. 

It was submitted from the side of the workmen that it 
is admitted to the management that the government has 
abolished the contract labour by notification dated 
21-7-2002. The circumstances changed and there was no 
need to get the work done through the contractor. Contract 
Labour has been prohibited by the government. Contract 
Labour has been abolished, so there is no question of 
continuing the contract work by the CPWD. The 
continuation of the contract labour even after notification 
of prohibition of contract labour is illegal and arbitrary. 
The engagement of contractors became illegal atleast from 
21-7-2002. The workmen have been continued. They have 
worked almost for 8 to 9 years. In the facts and circumstances 
of the case the workmen shall be treated as daily wagers 
atleast from 21-7-20Q2 and they are entitled to all the benefits 
of a daily wager. 

There is no employer-employee relationship between 
the management and the workmen prior to 21-7-2002 as 
contract labour was not prohibited till them After 
prohibition of contract labour the workmen became the 
daily wagers or ad hoc appointees of the management and 
there is employer-employee relationship after 21-7-2002. 


The work assigned to the workmen is of sufficient 
duration and is perennial in nature. The workmen have 
been discharging these duties for 8 to 9 years so it is a 
work of sufficient duration. Such work cannot be performed 
by engaging contractors. 

It is true that in Uma Devi’s case the case of Steel 
Authority of India has neither been distinguished nor 
approved by the Constitution Bench. The workmen have 
not established that they worked under the complete 
control and supervision of the management. They have 
received their payments from the contractors. They have 
admitted that they were engaged by the contractors and 
they worked under their direction. So the case of Steel 
Authority of India is not applicable in the instant case. The 
workmen have been continued under the direction of the 
Hon’ble Delhi High Court. So they are not entitled to 
regularization. The management has continued them after 
21-7-2002 after prohibition of contract labour. In such 
circumstances the workmen have become daily wagers of 
the management and they are entitled to all the benefits of 
a daily wager after 21-7-2002. 

This issue is decided accordingly. 

ISSUE NO. 2: 

It was submitted from the side of the workmen that in 
view of Surinder Singh’s case the workmen are entitled to 
Equal Pay for Equal Work from the initial date of their 
engagement. 

In the instant case the workmen were initially 
engaged through contractor and they have been paid 
minimum wages by the contractor or the management, so 
the principles laid down in Surinder Singh’s case of the 
Hon’ble Apex Court is not applicable in' this case. The 
workmen were initially engaged as contract labour and 
payment to them has been made according to the provisions 
in this respect. 

It has beibn held in 1998 IILLJ 633 by the Hon’ble 
Apex Court as under: 

“ ‘Equal Pay for Equal Work’ principle—If there is 
clear-cut difference in recruitment qualifications, 
regarding experience as well as educational 
qualification, between two sets of employees, there 
cannot,be automatic linkage and parity of treatment 
for retrospective revision of pay scales—To grant 
relief in such circumstances would result in reverse 
discrimination in favour of claimants to relief.” 

The workmen were initially engaged by the contractor 
without considering their educational qualification etc. So 
they cannot be placed at par with regularly selected 
workmen. 
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It has been held in (2003) 6 SC 123 as under:— 

‘The principle of ‘equal pay for equal work’ is not 
always easy to apply. There are inherent difficulties 
in comparing and evaluating the work done by 
different persons in different organizations, or even 
in the same organization. It is a concept which 
requires for its applicability complete and wholesale 
identity between a group of employees claiming 
identical pay scales and the other group of employees 
who have already earned such pay scales. The 
problem about equal pay cannot always be translated 
into a mathematical formula.” 

From perusal of this judgment of the Hon’ble Apex 
Court, it becomes quite obvious that after establishing 
complete and wholesale identity, identical pay scales can 
be decided. The workmen were engaged as contract 
workers initially, so they cannot be placed at par with the 
employees appointed on a regular basis. They have been 
paid wages as per the provisions existing at present. 

It has been held in AIR 1986 SC 584 as under:— 

“Surinder Singh and another Petitioners Vs. The 
Engineer in Chief CPWD and other Respondents— 
Constitution of India, Art. 39—“Equal Pay for Equal 
Work”—Doctrine of, is required to be applied to 
persons employed on a daily wage basis—they are 
entitled to same wages as are paid to similarly 
employed employees.” 

The workmen were not daily wagers and they were 
not performing duties as regular employees. They were 
initially engaged as contract labours. They are not entitled 
to “Equal Pay for Equal Work”. 

This issue is decided accordingly. 

ISSUE NO. 3: 

From perusal of the findings of issue No. 1 & 2 it 
becomes quite obvious that the workmen are not entitled 
to regularization and equal pay for equal work. It has been 
held in issue No. 1 that they shall be deemed to be daily 
wagers of the management after 21-07-2002 after prohibition 
of contract labour. Engagement of contact labour is illegal ’ 
in view of prohibition of contract labour. The workmen 
have become the daily wagers of the management in view 
of the illegal contract and they are entitled .to get all the 
benefits of daily wagers as per the provisions of labour 
laws specifically Sec. 25F, G & H. 

The reference is replied thus: 

The demand of the CPWD Mazdoor Union for equal 
wages for equal work and regularization of the services of 
contract labourers, namely S/Shri Laljeet Yadav, Wireman, 
Satish Kumar, Wireman, Ajai Kumar, Khalasi, Omkar Singh, 
Wireman, Yogender, Wireman & Ram Ganesh, Khalasi in 
Electrical Divisions 4 & 14 of the Central Public Works 


Department, New Delhi is neither legal nor justified. The 
workmen are entitled to be treated as daily wagers of the 
management after 21-07-2002 and are entitled to all the 
benefits of daily wagers. 

The award is given accordingly. 

Date: 19-09-2007 R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

^ 27 2007 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3096.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 82/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
CPWD, and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L42012/228/2005-IR (CM-1I)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNACCUM- 
LABOURCOURT-D, NEW DELHI 

Shri R.N. Rai, Presiding Officer 

I. D. No. 82/2006 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

Shri ^audagar. 

C/o. All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan, 

4823, Balbir Nagar Extension, 

Gali No. 13, Sahadara, 

Delhi-110032. 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer, 

(Pushp Vihar Maint. Diva), 

PushpaBhawan, 

New Delhi. 
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AWARD 

The Ministiy of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/228/ 
2005-IR (CM-II) Central Government dt. 5-10-2006 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder: 

“Whether the demand of the union for regularization 
of services of Shri Saudagar, Mason w.e.f. 1-8-1983 
and payment of consequential financial benefits is 
legal and justified ? If yes, to what relief the workman 
is entitled and from which date.” 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that the 
workman was sent notice on 7-11-2006 for filing claim on 
15-1-2007. He has not filed claim statement on 5-1-2007, 
12-2-2007,13-3-2007,13^-2007,8-5-2007,23-7-2007 and 
3-9-2007. The claimant has failed to file claim statement 
after sufficient opportunity being given to him. 

No dispute award is given. - 

Date: 13-9-2007 

R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
M 27 2007 

3097.—arftrfwT, 1947 (1947 
14) 17 % ^ 'W 

*u«bK, sfteftfmsr % w? (wt 

^^it- 7/2005 ) wfyra wf t, # 

27-9-2007 ^ JITRT «fT I 

[4 qyT-42012/4/2004-3TT^3m (^*T-II)]- 

New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3097.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 7/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial T ribuna 1 -cum -Labour 
Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Nuclear Power 
Corporation of India Limited and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 27-9-2007. 

{No. L-42012/4/2004-IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRJBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 

PRESENT 

Shrikant Shukla, Presiding Officer 

4114 Gl/07—11 


LD.No. 7/2005 

Ref. No. L-42012/4/2004-IR (CM-II) Dt 17-1-05 
BEIWEEN 

Sri Rajesh Vishwakarma, 

S/o Sh. Hari Shankar Vishwakarma, 

H. No. N-275, ShiwalikNagar, 

BHEL, Ranipur, 

Hardwar (Uttranchal) 

AND 

1. The Deputy Chief Engineer, 

Nuclear Power Corporation of India Ltd., 
Administrative Bhawan No. 3,C/oB.H,E.L., 
Ranipur, 

Hardwar (Uttranchal) 

2. The Chairman-cum-Managing Director, 

Nuclear Power Corporation of India Ltd. 

Head Office, Vikram Sarabhai Bhawan, 
Mumbai-400094. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi referred the following dispute vide No. L-42012/4/ 
2004-IR (CM-II) dated 17-1-05 for adjudication to the 
Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Lucknow: 

“Whether the Action of Management of Nuclear 
Power Corporation of India Limited in terminating 
the services of Sri Rajesh Vishwakarma S/o Hari 
Shankar Vishwakarma, Typing/Clerk w.e.f. 21-7-03 is 
legal and justified ? If not to what relief he is entitled 
to ?” 

The case of the worker Sri Rajesh Vishwakarma is 
that he was engaged on the post of Typist/Clerk by the Dy. 
Chief Engineer Sri R. K. Jain in the office of Nuclear Power 
Corporation of India Ltd., Hardwar (Uttranchal) on 6-2-97 
and continuously, worked upto oral termination i.e. 
21-7-03. The management of the corporation provided the 
facilities including wages, but did not regularize his services 
and the engagement was treated temporary. The work 
pertained to campus of B.H.E.L., Hardwar and 
Sri Jain authorised/permitted issue of gate pass to the 
workman from BHEL Administration. Workman always 
attended his duty and signed the attendance register. 
Worker has alleged that he received goods, material 
equipment on behalf of Nuclear Power Corporation of India 
Ltd., and despatched all official document. Worker 
purchased computer parts for repairing on behalf ofNuclear 
Power Corporation of India Ltd. Bills and voucher duly 
signed by the workman were approved from time to time. 
Worker has also alleged that he was terminated without 
notice, notice pay or compensation in violation of section 
25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, although he completed 
240 days work in every calender year. Though the worker 


» 
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was engaged on daily wages of Rs. 40 per day which was 
later increased to Rs. 110 per day, but he was getting the 
same on monthly basis. Workman has stated that he 
approached to the employer and gave representation by 
registered post dt. 31-7-03 which was refused by the 
opposite party no. 2. Workman is therefore entitled to 
reinstatement with full back wages and other consequential 
benefits. Worker has accordingly prayed for reinstatemen 4 
with full back wages and consequential benefits. 

Worker has filed following photocopies of 
documents with list paper no. C-8. 

1. Worker’s representation dt. 31-7-03. 

2. Letter of Dy. Manager (P and R) addresed to 
Sri J. K. Jain, Head QA Office NPCIL, Hardwar 
dt-23-5-03. 

3. Application of the worker dt. 7-3-2003 addressed 
to CMD, NDCIL and Director (Personnel), 
Mumbai with bio data. 

4. Letter of Addl. GM, BHEL, Hardwar to incharge 
(gate pass) CISF, BHEL, Hardwar for 20-1-03 to 
204-03 for 800 to 1700 Hrs. 

5. Letter of Sr. Executive Engineer, NPCL, Hardwar 
requesting issue of gate pass from 8-10-02 to 
12-10-02 addressed to Asstt. Commondent, CISF, 
BHEL, Hardwar. 

6. Gate Pass. 

7. Visitor entry passes. 

8. Application of issue of provisional Identity Card 
and Provisional Identity Cards dt. 3-9-01, 
1 - 6 - 2000 . 

9. Temp, permission for various period as customer 
in the name of workman. 

10. Application of the worker for renewal of gate 
pass stating himself on typist on contract basis 
dated 10-10-02,8-1-02. 

11. Request for issue of gate pass. 

12. Attendance Sheets. 

13. Paying slip, material gate pass. 

14. Extract of despatch register. 

15. Misc. documents. 

Dy. General Manager, Narora Atomic Power.Station 
has filed the written statement on behalf of opposite parties. 
It is submitted that NPCIL opposite party has a small office 
in BHEL premises in Hardwar where only 3 engineers are 
posted from the Head quarters and their main duties are to 
coordinate the work related to Quality Assurance of items 
indented at BHEL, Hardwar. Whenever there is any 
requirement of assistance of any 'typing etc. these engineers 


in their individual discretion are free to get the work done 
from outside/open market on assignment payment basis. 
Initially the opposite party engineers at Hardwar had an 
arrangement with one Mr. Ajay Singhal to collect and deliver 
the typing work of the office of Hardwar. Sri Rajesh 
Vishwakarma was deputed on behalf of Mr. Ajay Singhal, 
the contracting Agency for collection and deliveiy of typing 
material. Under this circumstances Mr. Ajay Singhal or Sri 
Rajesh Vishwakarma used to raise bills on the opposite 
party or used to discharge receipt vouchers in favour of 
the opposite party in token of amounts/payments received. 
The arrangement as above was in vogue roughly from Feb. 
97 rill middle of the year 2000. Thereafter Sri Rajesh 
Vishwakarma came forward and offered for taking up typing 
work on chargeable basis i.e. per page and himself offered 
to come office of opposite party for collecting and delivering 
the typing work. Under this arrangement Sri Rajesh 
Vishwakarma took the job contract himself directly. 
Sri Vishwakarma was taking the typing documents from 
the QS of the Hardwar and after completing/typing the 
same outside the office, he returned the same to QS office 
alongwith a bill duly signed for payment. Since QS office 
of NPCIL is located in BHEL premises, Hardwar. Sri 
Vishwakarma was required to possess an entry pass to 
enter BHEL premises. As per security procedure of BHEL, 
no one is allowed without any authorization pass/identity 
to enter into the BHEL premises. Accordingly he was issued 
provisional identity card by BHEL as issued to the visitors, 
which was reviewed and extended from time to time. The 
entry pass enable Sri Vishwakarma to enter office premises 
at frequent intervals for collecting the documents and again 
handing over back the same to the QS engineers. The 
entry permit was issued by BHEL on the request of NPCIL. 
Issuing an entiy permit does not mean that Sri Vishwakarma 
was an employee of the opposite party and this did not 
create any employer employee relationship between the 
opposite party and the Sri Vishwakarma. Hence used to 
take job work from the office of the opposite party and 
used to get it typed from/at a private typing Institute and 
used to charge on the basis of number of pages typed by 
issuing a signed bill for/on behalf of said typing institute. 
Thus, Sri Vishwakarma was never in the employment of 
NPCIL opposite party and he does not come within the 
definition of the term workman. Under this arrangement 
Sri Vishwakarma charged typing charges at the rate of 
Rs. 4 per page. The opposite party has specifically denied 
the appointment of Sri Vishwakarma as typing/clerk. It is 
further submitted that it is false that Dy. Chief Engineer 
engaged him on the post of typist/clerk. As a matter of fact 
the NPCIL opposite party had no jurisdiction to terminate 
the services of Sri Vishwakarma in absence of employer- 
employee relationship. On alleged date of termination i.e. 

21-7-03 no cause of action and no Industrial Dispute worth 
its name arose or existed. The allegation of Sri Vishwakarma 
that he was engaged and paid wages is stated to be false 
'by the opposite party. 


I 
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“The contents of para 13 of applicant’s statment of 
claim are not admitted. It is also very relevant to 
highlight that the opposite, party is a Registered 
Establishment under section 7 of Contract Labour 
(Regulation & Abolition) Act. Various jobs of casual, 
sporadic and intermittent nature have and can be 
given on contract basis. In view of the registration, 
the opposite party is permitted to engage a 
“Contractor” as prescribed under Section 2 (c) of 
Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act. In 
line with these provisions, opposite party is engaging 
contractors by awarding works of different nature, 
which were/are undertaken by the contractors though 
contract labourers or sub-contractor. Applicant was 
one of such contract labour engaged by a contractor 
Sri Ajay Singhal in the initial period. Hence, there 
was no direct relationship of employer-employee 
between opposite party and the applicant and 
therefore, the provisions of 2(k) of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 do not even apply in this case. 

Opposite party has filed the photocopies of 
documents with list C. 19. The documents are as follows : 

1. Photocopy of covering letter bearing 
No. 8-ALC-II/38(4) R dt. 2 April, 98 of ALC(C) 
Bombay alongwith the photocopy of 
Registration No. B-ALC/1 l/35(4)-Rdt. 2-4-98. 

2. Photocopy of letter dt. 12/14-7-95 of Sri JK Jain 
recommending for issuing a formal contract to 
Mr. Ajay Singhal. 

3. Photocopy of letter dt. 18-1-96 of Sri JK Jain 
addressed to Sri Ajay Singhal regarding 
awarding of contract. 

4. Photocopy of contractor’s bill dt. 7-3-97. 

5. Photocopy of receipt voucher dt. 7-3-97 signed 
by Sri Rajesh Vishwakarma on behalf of 
contractor Ajay Singhal. 

6. Photocopy of contractor Ajay Singhal's bill dt. 
7-2-98. 

7. Photocopy of receipt voucher dt. 7-2-98 signed 
by Rajesh Vishwakarma on behalf of contractor 
Ajay Singhal. 

8. Photocopy of contractor’s bill of Ajay Singhal 
dated 7-3-98. 

9. Photocopy receipt voucher dt. 7-3-98 signed 
by Rajesh Vishwakarma for and on behalf of 
Ajay Singhal. 

10. Photocopy of request letter dt. 30-5-2000 of 
Rajesh Vishwakarma for taking up typing work 
on chargeable basis. 


11. Photocopy of application dt 30-5-2000 of Rajesh 
Vishwakarma for issuing of provisional identity 
card. 

12. Photocopy of letter dt. 30-5-2000 of Sri JK Jain 
bearing subject of gate pass from 5-6-2000 to 
31-3-01. 

13. Photocopy of application for issue of 
contractor’s gate pass. 

I 

14. Photocopy of provisional identity card (front 
side and back side) bearing date of issue 
8-7-2002, 

15. Photocopy of noting of JK Jain dt. 8-1-03 for 
issue of gate pass. 

16. Photocopy of application dt. 18-1-03 of Rajesh 
Vishwakarma requesting for typing work 
chargeable on per page basis and for issue of 
identity card. ; 

17. Photocopy of letter dt. 18-1 -03 of BHEL bearing 
subject gate pass to Sri Rajesh Vishwakarma. 

18. Photocopy of aplication dt. 8-1-03 for issue of 
contractor’s gate pass. 

19. Photocopy of application dt. 16-4-03 of Rajesh 
Vishwakarma requesting for taking typing and 
delivering typing material/papers. 

20. Photocopy of application dt. 19-7-03 of Rajesh 
Viswakarma for taking and delivering typing 
material/papers. 

21. Photocopy of bills/cash memo signed by Rajesh 
Vishwakarma as well as receipted by Sri Rajesh 
in token of having receipt of payments covering 
the period from 6-5-2000 to 30-6-2000 the total 
no. ofpapersare79. 

Worker has examined himself. Opposite party has 
examined Sri JK Jain. Add. Chief Engineer of NPCIL. 

Parties have filed the written arguments. 

Opposites party has filed the photostat copies of 
bills-cum-receipt for typing papers No. C-40 toC-119. These 
bills are over two hundred. Worker Sri Vishwakarma has 
admitted the signatures on the said bills. The bills are under 
the signature of Sri Rajesh Vishwakarma and has signed 
acknowledging the payment thereof. Bills have been raised 
by typing at the rate of Rs. 4 per page. When Sij Rajesh 
Vishwakarma was confronted with the said document in 
cross-examination the worker stated 4 C-40 ^ 

C-il9^5RJNPCIL M -»in $ I 

The said bill-cum-receipt are right from 6-5-2000 to 
30-6-2000. These are regular bills-cum-receipt belonging to 
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each and every month, during the said period. This is the 
evidence, which shows that Sri Vishwakarnia charged the 
typing charge at the rate of Rs. 4 per page and the name of 
student typing and shorthand Institute was used for raising 
the bill. 

There are some more documents filed by the opposite 
party on such document is C-29 the signature on which is 
admitted to Sri Vishwakarma. Letter is dt. 30-5-2000 in which 
Sri Rajesh Vishwakarma has offered himself for typing work 
on chargeable basis is paper page. Through this letter Sri 
Vishwakarma has to allow him to come to his office for 
collecting and delivering the documents when confronted 
with this document Sri Vishwakarma has stated on the corss 
examination that “C-29 ' 9 T ' 55 ^ "SWSR 

^ ^'{ 1 ^ l ’’ Later on in the cross-examination he has stated, 

^ Iff fa 30-5-2000 NPCIL ^ 

*rr “ C-29^f^n«n^^.%.^hT%?F®;f ^ 

Worker has not mentioned a single work against 
Sri J.K. Jain that he got the letter C-29 typed and got it 
signed forcibly, although he was aware of the contents. 
Even in cross-examination not a single question was asked 
about obtaining signature forcibly. 

Meaning thereby the Rajesh Vishwakarma be 
knowingly fully well the contents signed on the original of 
C-29 and delivered it to Sri J.K. Jain. 

Opposite party has filed another document i.e. C-35 
letter of Sri Vishwakarma the contents of which are 
produced below: 

sRsk 

t NPCIL % TP*#t 20 

2003 ^ 20-4-2003 ^ hRi«WM| % 3Tm' l TTWn 

■'USfli iltffilM ^vT 3TRT "^3% pri qifsti 

^ i 3ft ftfssrerftfcmT B. A. Tm % sfo rivm |1 

Sd/- 

18-1-2003 

Sri Vishwakarnia w’as confronted to the said document 
in cross-examination Sri Vishwakarma stated * * NPCIL 


*TTI NPCIL ft eTFR rf^-TT 1 ^ oTTO 

stn” 

On the existence of above facts it is evident that the 
worker offered himself for job work of typing on agreed 
rate from a private shorthand and typing institute during 
6-5-2000 to 30-6-2000. How and why he submitted the bill 
and received the amount therein has not been explained by 
Sri Vishwakarma. These documentary evidence go to the 
root of the case. 

Now, the oral evidence of parties are* perused by me. 
Sri Vishwakarma has stated in his examination in chief that 
he was appointed on 6-2-97 by Dy. Chief Engineer on the 
post of Typist clerk. 

The question is if at all there is any post of Typist 
clerk in the office of NPCIL. Hardwar. Sri J. K. Jain has 
stated on oath that he is Addl. Chief Engineer. There is a 
small office of NPCIL in Hardwar which is situated in the 
premises of the BHEL. The office is to inspect the quality 
of goods, which are purchased by NPCIL. There is no 
clerical work in this office. Meaning thereby that there exists 
no post of typist clerk. 

Worker Sri Vishwakarma has admitted that it is the 
Personal Deptt. (Karmik Vibhag) which recruits the 
employees. He has also admitted that Karmik Vibhag has 
never appointed him. He has also admitted that the 
educational qualification of different vacancies and the 
vacancies are notified, but no notice was published when 
he was engaged nor there was any interview and selection. 
He stated that approached Sri J. K. Jain, has appointed him 
on daily wage, but Sri Jain who has been examined by 
opposite party does not corroborate the story. NPCIL is 
not a private industry or a firm run by a propriter. It is very 
important and senstive industry of Govt, of India and such 
appointments/engagements are strictly prohibited. 

Now-a-days industries are resorting to out sourcing 
the job on contract, to achive the target (goal) with minimum 
expense to economise the expenditure in the interest of 
State. Everyone is aware that where there is no full time job 
for a typist/clerk, why one should go for employing typist 
cleric ? From the evidence on record the fact is that NPCIL 
is a valued customer for BHEL again a government 
industry) and it has provided a small accommodation for 
housing the small office of the NPCIL. Goal and objective 
is to inspect and ensure the quality of goods which NPCIL 
purchases. This task of quality assurance is that of qualified 
highly educated scientists'and engineer. In the Defence 
Department of India Quality Assurance unit is managed 
not at production point, but separately and are such unit is 
located at Kanpur. In the present case the NPCIL is 
arranging the task at production point itself to check 
unnecessaiy transit expenses of the BHEL, as it the goods 
supplied inferior in quality and defective, the BHEL is to 
received back the goods and to incur heavy expenses. As 


[rptii— i3n?3(ii)] 


W : ap^SR 20, 2007/3TTfaFT 28, 1929 


8961 


such there is hardly any need of clerk as the engineers 
have to themselves prepare the inspection report. Had there 
been any need of full time clerk the NPCEL, Personal Deptt. 
would have posted one at Hardwar. The witness Sri J.K. 
Jain Addl. Chief Engineer. He has stated. 4 4 NPCIL W^RSR 

fa anfw fa fal bhel faRR fa fa«m fa1 npcil qmfarfa 

ah ' Wfcw 11 fat trat NPCIL W? Wt faRRfat 
'SIN ^ quqtaq % fa 5 ) 0 ) fa Ifatrt nqfalfa) 
atfe*|(l % 4Wfa oi^C'tf 5 ) 1992 fa qjj4«1 '^at'*j d4f> r tfa)) RT 
Rfaffat <t fa fcdfH<=t> ‘3ST Hiqqii Rfaf % I 

vjiRdr^i^rarH *mtm 

% fa frM fa^rt isfa fa rr fat zfsFrt % ftrt 

Rrt^T % '3TPKfTT RC 3ft ■3T^P? ftFRRT fat ipl'sJ ffa*TT ®TT I 

fafa % fart (Document for type) fa fart I ^rfat arm 
Rtwri ^ afat fa fat Tr^fat ftw>*rf fat fafat fa 1 ^rfat ffafat 
am sfafai fat fafat fa 1 

1997 fat Rifa fa cJefiT «tr 1 Rrfa 2000 
«ni RRfa rr; fat ifafar frorf fa i^rfa w ffa am 
■srtfae ifa wrfa fart fa Hifafar RRfa am fat c^rr 
anfa ^nfa % <j^*t fa §hbY^ infam m fart fa fanfal wtt yftifa 

WTCTfa. 29, 35, 38t l^rt'afa^%^4?Wm'§an81TI 
afar faTTHi eim Rrfat fa Rfat fa ar^RR vprnm rtrr «tt t 
eft fqywtf digf^ i^Twf fa^rt ymnfa 

Rm tfart TJTRI fa) aiifll fatfafa wtrtfatWTT yRifa qiHaci fa) f 
fattfaC-40fa C-119mrfl 

KPCiL? h^ fayy ^f %^rtaTTrt^ t^^Nr! 
faR*sR*RFffaifaH rtqi5«R7ns^fafa*tafaifafa 
R fa Rlfo q>4qi<) Engage ffaRT afft r ifa ffafat ^farrt fat 
fasjsRT R>fat rtt arffa^>R % 1 -^Ifa qoW ^4^4) fam fa ’itjT fa 
am; fam RHifa i qgf Ram i fat famni % ^rrt ^ w 
q>*- w l<i* amfaR % ^4 rt* i?7 famr i ^pt *ip7 ^ 

fam wn 3?k n H ^>t - 55! atfamsR 11 rt^: ^ 

’i^T % rt ~m ^im ^ rt ar^rt faRmi 
^sftrt f "3^ ^Rcti afa;^^Nrt 
NPCIL rt arrt f ^ ^ ^tt ^ i BHEL^rt ^rfart 

arr^n^f wtri <Kilfa> y^vi PiRri*%^8i^^farrt BHEL 
T fR? >>ii<1 ’tfttcu % rt rt ^ 1 -si^ "srrm 

'm ^ airt % fart arfa^m i?7 famn ^far anfajR % 

ct>K u imf wtfapr 

rt% 1 t r atrt If "3^ rt^wir "f 'aft 3Mt «fRm 

C 21 ^ C 22 4»^t 4i^tKd M5INK fl 

C 23 rt C 28 mr % WPJT TTsfar ^ ^ICIK % 

1 

C29^%fart^^®n^ # fa^cf^rt T R'^SRt^f 
■STett T RTI 5^'^ Tffa fq^q^nl % ^ ^ 411 


^ fawf % ^t; ^ ffan «n 1 

C 35 ^ C 38 41 9h faw*ri % W; rtctmRf?rt«ll 
NPCIL rt fafami 'Hrrt ^T^fa^rffatufapTi 11 npcil 

amt % I ^R% SRT fafatRT ttHNIt m ~^\ ^SPTR T? rt ^RRt- 
*1*1 q ■'R Hiqrii ifalfffaf q>^ ^rt viquHtifl ^ 
yfaiqi % ar^RR atrw r fa^ffat ^ ^nrt f 1 farert TRtf ^r 
tftar t ‘3^rt ^rffar ^rfar wrfa ^tt t rt 

__r \ r> _ o v i\r- «> _a. r> _ «a . 

Wa/n)5^TTGf ^faRT qWPqfm^SlRT WIT^SfRTT 5 I 

NPCIL ^ ^ ^%R 4 Htff t ^ fa^fatt 

arfara>rtt3?nti 

Following are the extract of statement in cross- 
examination of Shri Rajesh Vishwakarma. 

4 * 6 1997 rt 21 -7-03 <f<* fcf>m ^ 

Rrfartr «n 1 

■ 5 ^ fa. %. #T NPCIL rt fsftfaPR ^ % fa^^Rt fapTT 
8TTI ^ fa^faiT m faelT «TT I ^ rt. %. ^fa % aRmT 
faRit % rt w ^rrt % fart w i lil 40 irfa ffar 
MlRstfH-* faddl «ni M 

i I ......*v . f> _f>. ._. - A ^._C_ *\ . *t *\ h ^ jjt *v 

^f?i v3 1lcl! ^TT h 

%efrt^R^iT WT ^RrTT g TTI ,> 

^PT3in. C23^C28 1 PW^tfatawi'WII T m%W 
far rt ^r faR ^ faw ^R I5rt w -qm 1 ®^7 

fa^H TR RT^T ^RPH «tn arm fafacl ^5) ^f ^ ^PFTTI 

C 29 TR 15m '5^R rt. %. #T % ^Rrt I 

amp? i*iqci ^ ^f ^rrt i4T Ritii ®n ”t^f art 45^1*101 ^1 

NPCIL m W BHEL rt 11ADM-3 farfam 4 

tl 

NPCIL'4w%%fartBHEL^ T RmR^m^t#rtt 
4 4 C 2 9 ^ fa^TT «U I Rf fa. %. ^fa % m; f ^ f I Wf 
fa armR^RT^Rfart 1 M 

“cbHMW C 35 ifa fatsrpn mr ?r«n ^ fa^R ifa fam 
mTifa^^RTNPClL^lffaiT'wifa NPCIL arm wzi^ffai 
^Jlfam^R WT«Itl WMfa. C 40 fa fa^R C 119 fa\ ^RT 
NPCEL fal fafa M 1 ft Rt fat FRn^R tt«ji wfarfa 11 
40 ?. fa^T TR fan w*i ■'JR T5TTT.«TT aicnqi ^FRT 

WI «TTl” 

“40 r. mfaafim? % amtim ifa ^ fa^n rti m 
44 1 993 fa BA fa*IT 2002 fa M. A. farm 1 * 4 

4 4 'ifa Rff RRJR far NPCIL fa ^farRl5fwf ffajfact 
aif^<»>ifa q^*1 fa 1 






■^t fi^M <M*1I I 

Tilfcta foiiFT % ^ <$t | ^jf^pq^-tn^ 

3 f^n Tfe *m T*t§ ^rtt i 

NPCIL%fcpi Tr^ffiyr 4l J ^nr ■STT^irtcftt i 

W^R TRT 3 TO%T fffat f I $ -m ~m ^1 eft -zfti ftfSRT 

< i 

<^4 TRffl «ff q Tpz % %^|6? ^ ftfeTeTT 2JT |” 



So far as the extract of attendence register is 
concerned it is found that there are self made and bears no 
counter signature of Sri J. K. Jain. Learned representative 
of the opposite party has argued that, since Sri Rajesh 
Vishwakarma was authorised the office of the opposite 
party to collect typing material, taking undue advantage 
he steathly mis-utilised the stationary of BHEL and Seal of 
the office of Nuclear Power Corporation the original of 
which are in power and possession of Sri Vishwakarma. 
Not only this he also misutilised the stationary of Nuclear 
Power Corporation as well to create the evidence to support 
his case. 


“RF ^ foNPCIL^% 

sjti” 

Admittedly there is no appointment order to prove 
that there was any contract of employment between the 
parties as an employer and employee. There is no post of 
typist/clerk under Sri J. K. Jain. Admittedly there is no 
notification and vacancy in the news papers or employment 
news, no selection committee, no selection etc. 


On behalf of worker it is agrued that Sri Vishwakarma 
has worked for more than 6 years and this proved by oral 
and documentary evidence produced by him, but the 
opposite party staled that the worker was contract labour 
of Ajay Singhal (Contractor) and subsequently engaged 
by opposit party for part time typing work, which is 
absolutely wrong and the signatures upon the management 
documents have been taken under coercion and due to 
need of employment and livelihood of the worker and family. 


There is no evidence to prove that Sri Vishwakarma 
was monthly paid daily wager, except that ofVishwakarma’s 
own statement, which is not sufficient to prove the fact 
that he was a daily wage employee. 

The photocopy of worker’s own application dt. 
8-10-02 is on the record filed by the worker (Sri Rajesh 
Vishwakarma himself) and admitted by the representative * 
of the opposite party is relevant. In this document 
Sri Vishw akarma himself has requested the Commandant 
(Plants) CISF, M/s. BHEL are as under: 

Sub : Entry of Sri Rajesh Vishwakarma w orking on 
contract in NPCIL office. 

Dear Sir, 

It is requested that Sri Rajesh Vishwakarma may 
please allowed to enter in the plant to work at our office 
from 8-10-02 to 12-10-02 as his entry pass (Ref. No. 651) 
has expired on 7-10-02. In this period he will complete all 
formalities to get his entry pass for another three months. 

Thanking you, 

Sd/- 

Sr. Executive Engineer 
Seal Nuclear Pow er Corpn. 

The documents shows he was working on contract. 

It is a fact established that Sri Visluvakarma is a typist 
working on mutually agreed contract, therefore naturally 
he shall be known as typist, w hich is show n. One of the 
document i.e. photocopy of Provisional Card the status of 
visitor and mentioned as Typist in the column of the name 
and address “NPCIL on contract basis” is written. 


It is notew orthy say that the worker has alleged that 
he was a daily wager but there is not a single document to 
show that he was a daily wage ty pist. It is only when the 
opposite party 7 filed more than 200 bills-cum-receipt of 
typing charges duly prepared by himself and signed. Sri 
Vishwakarma has come up w ith the false allegation. Such a 
person cannot be trusted on his oral evidence or on the 
strength of his documents. Document of opposite party 
i.e. C -21 relates back to 12-7-85 written by the Chief Engineer 
regarding quotation of 3 parties including Sri Ajay Singhal. 
Another document is C -22 dated 18-1-96 a letter addressed 
to Sri Ajai Singhal for supply of contract labour. C-23 is a 
document of payment in the name of Sri Ajai Singhal 
showing a payment of Rs. 1102 for 20 days job + Rs. 1 10.20 
as service charge totalling Rs. 1212.20. It does not show 
the labour charges of Rs. 40 per day During the period of 
contract with Ajai Singhal at C-24 is another such receipt 
of Sri Vishwakarma for payment of contract labour charge 
at the rate of Rs. 55 per day paid for 26 days on 7-3-87 
Such are other documents which are C-25.26, 27 and 28. 
These documents produced by Sri Vishwakarma regarding 
material gate pass in the name of Sri Vishwakarma is of no 
help to him as they include Fly spike guard with extension 
code, personal computers etc. as these related to typing. 
In case Sri Vishw akarma took these out for replacement for 
his work it does not help him to say that he was an employee 
of the opposite party'. 

In the w ritten argument there is mention of the fact 
that the worker submitted an application for summoning 
the documents which was rejected by the court. It is true 
that the application dated 17-11-2006 was filed requesting 
the summoning of attendance register/despatch register, 
about 8 months after the evidence was concluded, at a 
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stage when the case was fixed for arguments. Court found 
that the same was moved just to cause the delay in disposal 
of the case. None on behalf of the worker was present to 
press the application. Moreover the witness Sri JK Jain 
has specifically stated that there is no attendance register 
maintained in this office nor there is any despatch register. 

The gate passes, Provisional Identity Card and 
Visitor's entry pass is of no help to the worker to prove 
that there was at any point of time relationship of employer 
and employee between the parties. It is observed that the 
BHEL (Bharat Heavy Electricals Ltd.) and Nuclear Power 
Corporation both are very much senstive instalation as 
BHEL offer for sale the machinery and equipments to 
Nuclear Power Corpn. Judicial notice could be taken that - 
terrorist activities were and are in full swing. It is due to 
this faction the security has been entrusted to the CISF. It 
is not possible for any one to enter without the identity 
being established, may it be any one. It is due to this reason 
the Addl. General Manager, BHEL Hardwar has written the 
letter to Incharge, CISF. The copy of Letter is C-36. Even 
Sri Rajesh Vishwakarma has moved application in his own 
handwriting, the copy of which is paper No. C-38. The 
contents of the application is: “ M/s NPCIL, 

BHEL—Hardwar % wfc? TOferiT 3 21 srita 2003 3 

20 2003 ire? 21^ ^>r wt \ sfa hist 

disfH'i ^ 

■^TT% % I AO OtV'T) 

%*mTB.A.Rratr: 

ST«ff 

Sd/- 

Sri Rajesh Vishwakarma has admitted the signatures 
and writing. 

Had worker Sri Rajesh Vishwakarma been the 
employee he could have been got issued the identity card 
which are issued to the employees. There are other 
applications too. 

On careful examination of entire evidence on record 
I come to the conclusion that the worker has cooked false 
story that he was daily wage employee on the rate of Rs. 40 
per day which was subsequently enhanced. There is no 
employer and employee relationship between the parties. 

It is proved that Sri Vishwakarma on mutual agreement 
took up the job of typing atleast w.e.f. 6-5-2000 to 30-6-03 
at the rate of Rs. 4 per page and has been regularly raising 
the bill and receiving the agreed amount. Prior to the said 
period he was paid for the services of typing tendered to 
opposite party at the contracted sum since the inception 
of the contract. In the circumstances when Sri Rajesh 
Vishwakarma was not at all employee of the opposite party 


there is hardly question of terminating the services by the 
opposite party. Issue is answered accordingly. Sri Rajesh 
Vishwakarma is not entitled to any relief. 

Lucknow: 

19-9-2007 

SHRIKANT SHUKLA, Presiding Officer 

M for#, 27 2007 

3098.—fw 1947 (1947 

^5T 14) # 17 % "Af, 

fM-S Pfq t a p fif 34% 

i II, 

wsm 814/2005) ^Ft WlfWt t, # # 

27-9-2007 # 

[R. ^ 42012/117/92-371$ 3fP[ (#*£)] 

New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3098.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 814/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management pf Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/117/92-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAJLrCUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case I. D. No. 814/2005 

Registered on: 7-9-2005 

Date of Order: 1-8-2007 

Indeqeet Sareen, House No. 3364, 

Sector-47-D, Chandigarh. „ ... Petitioner 

Versus , 

Navodaya Vidayalaya Samiti (Regional Office) 

Adult Education Building, 

Sector-42A, Chandigarh. ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman Shri R. S. Manhas, Advocate 

For the Management Shri D. R. Sharma. Advocate 
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The following reference has been received from the 
Labour Ministry, Government of India vide their letter 
No. L-42012/117/92-IR (DU) dated 30th September, 1993; 

“Whether the action of Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti 
Regional Office Sector 42-A, Chandigarh in not 
granting the pay scale of Rs. 1200-30-1560-EB-40- 
2040 to Mr. fndeijeet Sareen which he was drawing 
immediately before the date of his absorption in the 
Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti is legal and justified ? If 
not, what relief he is entitled to and from what 
date?” 

“Whether the action of Navodaya Vidyalaya Samiti 
Regional Office Sector 42-A. Chandigarh in not 
protecting the pay of Shri Indeijeet Sareen in the 
scale of Rs. 1200-2040 plus deputation allowance from 
the date of his permanent absorption in the Samiti is 
legal and justified ? If not, what relief he is entitled to 
and from what date ?” 

The parties were given notice of the reference who 
appeared through their counsel. The workman filed the 
Claim Statement and supported his pleadings with his own 
affidavit. The Management filed the written statement and 
supported the same with the affidavit of their witness 
Mukesh who was also brought in the witness box by the 
Management and was cross examined by the workman. 

After going through the pleadings of the parties and 
the documents placed on record I find that the controversy 
between the parties is within a short compass. It is admitted 
case of the parties that the workman was employed with 
Haryana Agro Industries Corporation, Chandigarh before 
he joined sendee w ith the Management on deputation on 
20 th November, 1987, after having been relieved by his 
parent department on 19thJsIovember, 1987. What the 
Management has disputed is that the workman was working 
in the grade of 1200-2040 saving ii was the matter between 
the workman and the Management. There is also no dispute 
that the Management had notified the demand for staff on 
deputation including the post of drivers and that the 
workman had applied for the post of driver for which he 
was selected and given the appointment letter. It is also 
admitted that the workman was taken on deputation by 
the Management for two years. What is further disputed 
by the Management is that the workman was taken on 
deputation in the pay scale of 1200-2040. The workman 
claims that the Management had given him option either to 
opt for the pay scale of the Management or for the grade 
he was getting in his parent department plus deputation 
allowance and that the workman had opted for the pay 
scale of his parent department plus the Deputation 
allowance. He has further claimed that he was never 
informed by the Management that the pay scale of driver 
with them was 950-1500; and that the workman had been 


getting the salary at the rate of 1440 and on joining the 
Management department Rs. 144 were added to that as> 
deputation allowance which he received for two years two 
months. He was also allowed two increments at the rate of 
Rs. 30 per month raising his basic pay to 1500 but thereafter 
his annual increments were stopped suddenly and were 
not released despite his repeated requests; and that the 
workman had been paid increments at the rate of Rs. 30 per 
month twice although the increment at that rate was not in 
the grade on 950-1500. To this claim of the workman the 
Management has stated that the workman *was duly 
informed about the pay scale of a driver with the 
Management and even mention to that effect was made in 
the appointment letter of the workman which he had 
accepted and complied with without any reservation. He, 
however, was wrongly paid wages at the rate of 1,584 and 
when the mistake was detected the same was rectified. 
According to-them the driver with the Management could 
not be paid basic pay more than 1500 being maximum of the 
grade and whatever more was paid to the workman was 
paid due to inadvertence. 

The Management has denied that the workman had 
opted for pay scale of his parent corporation plus 
deputation allowance, but they admitted that the period of 
deputation was extended for one year. The workman claimed 
that the Management had proposed to the workman to 
absorb him permanently in their organization against the 
post of driver w.e.f. 19th November, 1989 without 
mentioning about the grade of the post on which they 
wanted to absorb him. They sought his consent and 
technical resignation for transmitting the same to his parent 
department. They, however, never notified the workman 
the pay scale of the post nor gave him the copy of rules 
containing the mention about the grade. In fact his 
signatures were obtained on the consent and resignation 
letters on 24th Nov., 1989 without informing him about the 
pay scale of the post of driver with the Management nor he 
knew about it at the time of tendering the resignation and 
his absorption i n the Management. To this the Management 
has replied that the workman voluntarily with full 
knowledge of the rules had opted for the post of driver 
with the Management on permanent basis and had tendered 
his resignation in his parent department. The workman 
having been absorbed permanently with the Management 
was governed by their rules and regulations according to 
which a driver with the Management could not get more 
than 1500 as basic pay, thereore, the workman could not be 
given higher grade than provided by the rules. 

The workman has further claimed that at the time of 

his joining service with the Management on deputation he 
was working in the grade of 1200-2040 and was drawing 
Rs. 1500 as his basic salary, but the Management did not 
protect his pay when they permanently absorbed him with 
them by which time he had already earned two annual 
increments. They Had, however, stopped his future 
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increments without any justification. He has, therefore, 
claimed that the Management having denied him the pay 
scale of 1200—2040 has put him to a great loss and 
embarrassment. Since he wasatfKfldy working in that grade, 
therefore, he was legally entitled to get the safftS. H€ has 
further claimed that the Managmeent did not consider his 
representation made to teiiiefly the injustice done to him. 
He was also not allowed to withdraw his fesigftation. It i$ 
further his claim that as per deputaion (Duties allowance 
rules 9.5.1 RR.S.R.) airy person on deputation was supposed 
to draw higher pay add Iti case it is not given the 
deputaionist is required to be sent hdcfe to hiS parent 
department within 6 months. But in this case the 
Management absorbed him finally but they did not protect 
his salary although they had paid him the same for two 
years and two months. Admitting thdi the workman had 
been paid his salary at the rate of 1500 per month plus a 
stagnation increase of Rs. 25 it is stated by him that the 
Management has protected the salary of other deputationist 
with them but has denied the same io the workman. 

In reply to this assertion of the workman, the 
Management has submitted that since the pay scale of a 
driver with the Management was 950-1500 therefore neither 
the workman could claim higher scale nor the Management 
could give him the same. The workman had the Option not 
to accept the offer and could go back to his patent 
department but it was not done by him, therefore, he was 
governed by the pay scale rules df the Management and 
could not claim special treatment. They have denied that 
the FRSR rules were applicable to the case of the workman. 
According to them those rules pertained to the period prior 
to his permanent absorption. The workman had voluntarily 
sought the absorption. The workman having voluntarily 
accepted the appointment, made himself a subject to those 
rules. Now he cannot retract from that. The Management 
has already allowed the workman to draw Rs. 1500 as basic 
pay, the claim of the workman, therefore, is without any 
merit and it should be dismissed. 

The perusal of the record shows that on 1st October, 
1987 the Management issued a letter to the Chief Secretaries 
of States of Punjab, Haryana, J&K, H.P. and UT of 
Chandigarh and Delhi by which they notified the'post 
available with the Management offering to accept persons 
on deputation. The letter contains the nomenclature of 
pay scales and eligibility criteria. Fifth category of post 
was “having five years experience as driver”.The letter 
further reads that the deputation could be extended but 
not beyond three years. However, the selected person 
could be absorbed in the department perrftanently. The 
letter further reads that the selected persons shall draw the 
salary in accordance with the order of the Finance Ministry 
issued on 4th May, 1961 as amended from time to time. 
Giving the features of the Management Samiti it further 
said that the pay scale shall be governed under rules of the 
Samiti and there will be no relaxation in that regard. There 


is a copy of the application of the workman made by him to 
his MD requesting to forward his application for 
appointment on deputaion with the Management. The 
next letter show that an interview letter was given to the 
woikman on 10th October, 1987. There is also letter dated 
13th Nov., 1987 by which the vvorkman was appointed in 
the grade of 950-20-1150-EB-25-1150. There is nothing 
mentioned in this letter that the workman was allowed any 
higher scale or protection of his salary as is claimed by 
hirfi. There is also copy of the order issued by Haryana 
Agro Industries Corporation dated 16th Nov., 1977 by which 
the workman was relieved and directed to join his duties 
, with the Management. The corporation asked for the terms 
arid eonditions of the deputation from the Management. 
There is also a copy of the joining report by which the 
workman submitted his joining report to the Deputy 
Director of the Management in compliance to the order of 
the Management number NPSEECH-RECT dated 30th 
November and relieving order of the Haryana Industrial 
Development Coop, dated 19th Nov., 1987. There is a copy 
of the application of the workman on record by which he 
opted to draw his salary of his parent department plus 
deputation allowance. There is a letter dated 30th October, 
1989 ori record by which the deputation of the workman 
was sought to be extended and the same was allowed by 
the Haryana Agrp Industries Corporation. On record I also 
find a memo dated 21st Nov., 1989 which was served upon 
the workman and by which he was told to be proposed to 
be absorbed permanently by the Management on the post 
of driver further telling him that his services will be governed 
by the absorption rules adopted by the JNV Sanutis vide s 
letter dated 8th Nov., 1989. He was asked to intimate 
immediately, latest by 5th Nov., 1989, about his willigness 
with the condition that if he accepted the proposal he will 
have to tender his resignation w.e.f. 19th Nov., 1989 from 
the post he was holding in his parent department. There is 
also copy of the order of Haryana Agro Industries 
Corporation dated 12th Dec., 1989 which reads that the 
. resignation of the workman was accepted w.e.f. 19th Nov., 
1989. There are copes of a number of representations made 
by the workman for grant of higher grade and a letter dated 
17th June, 1998 which shows that the requests of the 
workman were turned out. 

From the docments brought on record it is clear that 
the workman had joined service with the Management on 
deputation in compliance to the order No. NVS-CH-RACT- 
87/266/27 dated 13th Nov., 1987. This order clearly states 
the grade in which the workman was appointed as driver 
on deputation i.e. in the grade of950-20-1150-EB-25-1500. 
By the same order he was entitled to draw dearness and 
other allowances as permissible in terms of instructions of 
the Ministry of Finance contained in O.MNo. 10(24)-E.3rd/ 
60 dated 4th May, 1961 as amended from time to time. He 
was also shown to be entitled to the deputation duty 
allowance as per the instructions issued by the department 
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of Personnel and Training No. O.M.No. 6/30/86-Estt. (Pay 
II) dated 9th Dec., 1986 and O.M. No. I/4/84-Estt. Pay II 
dated 26th Dec., 1984. The workman reported for duty in 
compliance to the said order and the relieving order,'ssued 
by his parent department on 20th Nov., 1987, which clearly 
shows that the workman knew' as to what were the terms 
and conditions of his appointment with the Management 
and what was the grade in which he had been adjusted on 
deputation. 

There is on record memo dated 1st Nov., 1989, by 
which a proposal for absorption of the workman with .the 
Management on permanent basis was mooted. The 
workman was asked to give his option and in case he is 
willing to be absorbed he was directed to tender his 
resignation w.e.f. 19th Nov., 1989. There is an order dated 
12th Dec., 1989 on record issued by the Managing Director, 
Haryana Agro Industries Corporation, Chandigarh, a copy 
of which was also given to the workman. According to this 
order the workman submitted his resignation vide his 
application dated 24th Nov., 1989 and the same was accepted 
with effect from 19th Nov., 1989. This further shows that 
the workman accepted the proposal given by the 
Management and that is why he resigned from his parent 
department and joined the service with the Management. I 
find no merit in his claim that he had given option for 
deputation on the ground that his pay will be protected 
which he was drawing in his parent department. He has 
produced no proof to this effect. However, I find weight in 
his submission that the Management had not notified the 
grade of the driver in their notification dated 1st October, 
1987, the photocopy of w hich notification is on record. A 
reading of the notification shows that post <tf driver was 
thought of later on and may be it was manipulated 
afterwards as column no. 5 showing the availability of post 
of drivers with eligibility criteria of five years experience as 
driver in hajnd after the post of Gestetner Operator at a 
place where there was no space for it. The entry of notice 
regarding the post of drivers should have been below the 
detail of post of Gestetner Operator and before para 2 of 
the said letter. There is another reason to have this view as 
the scale of the pay of driver was shown as was that of 
Gestetner Operator i.e. 950-1400 whereas the claim of the 
Management is that the grade of driver was of 950-1500. 
The Management seems to have hurriedly manipulated 
the entry of driver and with equal hurry showed the pay 
scale of the driver as that of the Gestetner Operator by 
showing ditto to the pay scale of the Gestetner Operator in 
the advertisement notice. This lapse of the Management is 
however is of no consequence since the workman had lull 
knowledge of the letter of his appointment as mentioned 
above and it is to be taken that he conciously accepted 
that appointment order and complied with that. 

The workman has failed to show any rule or regulation 
by which he was entitled to the grade in which he was 
working with Haryana Agro Industries Corporation Ltd., 


Chandigarh. He has not placed on record any document to 
show in which grade he w-as working with them. But since 
the Management has not denied categorically that the 
workman was working in the grade of 1200-2040 before he 
had joined on deputation with the Management and the 
fact that the workman had been paid wages at the rate 
claimed by the w orkman, therefore, it has to be taken that 
the workman was working with the Haryana Agro 
Industries Ltd. in the grade of 1200-2040 at the time he 
joined service with the Management, but the fact remains 
that he had consciously accepted the appointment on 
deputation w'ith the Management and till his deputation he 
was entitled to draw his salary in the grade he was working 
before joining the Management on deputation plus the 
deputation allowance, but from the day he was absorbed 
in the Management he was not entitled to that grade as his 
appointment letter was clear as to in which pay scale he 
was appointed. He has failed to show any rule, regulation 
or contract by which he was entitled to the protection of 
his salary as he was drawing on the day he was permanently 
absorbed in the Management. In the absence of any 
agreement, rule and regulaton, the workman cannot claim 
that he was entitled to the grade of 1200-30-156-EB-40- 
2040 on his absorption in the Management and if the 
Management denied that grade to him their action was 
illegal and unjustified. An employee might have other 
consideration to accept a lower grade such as regularity- of 
sen-ices, light work or other benefits. In my opinion their 
action was legal and justified as they were not under an 
obligation, legal or contractual to protect the salary of the 
workman. The reference therefore, is decided against him 
holding that the workman is not entitled to the relief he has 
claimed in this reference. 

It has been observed from the documents placed on 
record that the Management paid the wages to the workman 
in excess to what he w-as due and vide their order dated 
9th Dec., 1995 directed that an amount of Rs. 5009 paid 
extra to the workman be recovered from him in monthly 
instalment of Rs. 300 per month commencing from 
December 1994. This amount must have been recovered 
years ago. But to my mind this order was patently wrong 
as there was no allegation that the workman had been paid 
extra salary as a result of his misrepresentation. Hon’ble 
Supreme Court of India in the case of Sahib Ram Vs. State 
of Haryana and Others reported as 1995 SUPP(1) Sureme 
Court cases 1, has held that since the excess payment was 
made to the employee without any misrepresentation by 
him and on w rong construction by the principle, could not 
be recovered. Same view was held by the P&H High Court 
in the case of Shiv Kumar Vs. State of Punjab and Others 
reported as 2004 (2RSJ 155) and in the case of Kashmir 
Singh and Others Vs. State of Punjab and Others reported 
as 2003(3)RSJ 388. Therefore, the Management is directed 
to reimburse the amount of Rs. 5009, if already recovered, 
to him within three months from the date this award becomes 
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enforceable failing which they will have to pay interest on 
the said amount to the workman at the rate of 9% p.a. from 
the date the recovery till the amount is paid to him. The 
reference is answered in these terms. Let a copy of this 
award be sent to the appropriate govt, and file be consigned 
to records after due completion. 

KULDDP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

M ferft, 27 2007 
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[U ^-40012/291/2000-^ 3TK (ifrTJ.) ] 

New Delhi, the 27th September. 2007 

S.O. 3099. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No 1063/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cuiu- 
Labour Court No. HXhandignrh as shown in the Annexurc 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to management of Telecom Department and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
27-9-2007. 

(No. L-40012/291 / 2000 -lR (DU)( 
SURENDRA SINGH. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

PRESENT 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
Case L D. No. 1063/2(105 
Registered un 20-9-2005 
Date of Order: 9-8-2007 

Darshan Singh C/o Shri R. K. Sharma. House 
No. 372. Sector-20-A. Chandigarh. ... Petitioner 

1 t ersus 

The Principal General Manager, Telecom. Sector-18. 
Chandigarh. ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Nemo 

For the Management : Shri G. C. Babbar. 

Advocate 


AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. So is the 
Management. The case was listed earlier for 6th August, 
2007 and the workman was absent on that day also and 
also on the date previous to that. On the request of his 
Council, the case was fixed for today, for the evidence of 
work, but his counsel states that the workman has not 
contacted him so far. On record I do not find even the 
authority of Mr. A K. Batra. who represented the workman. 
He has. therefore, failed to show that he was authorised to 
represent the workman in this case. 

If wc go back, w e find that the workman behaved in 
the same fashion earlier also and did not attend the 
proceedings. The court had to issue notices to him 
repeatedly and in response to that, he appeared on 10th 
Nov ember. 2006 and 26lh February. 2007. but not before or 
thereafter nor he has produced any evidence in support of 
hisclaim. 

Vide ttieir order Nu. L-40(> 12/291/2000/1R (DU) dated 
24-8-2000 the Ministry ofLabour desired of this Tribunal 
to find out whether the action of the Chief Manager, Telecom 
Punjab Circle and the Principle General Manager, Telecom. 
Chandigarh in ordering disengagcment/lcrmination of 
services of Shri Darshan Singh a workman engaged through 
Contractor Shri Anil Kumar w.e.f. 27th February. 1999 is 
just and legal and if not. to what relief the workman is 
entitled and from which dale 

On a notice, from the Tribunal, the workman filed 
Claim Petition by w hich he claimed that he was appointed 
as Electrical Helper by the Chief General Manager. Punjab 
Circle Chandigarh w.e.f. 10th May 1997 and he worked for 
them continuously upto 27th February. 1999 when his 
serv ices w ere terminated without follow ing the prov isions 
of Section 25-F of the I D. Act. 1947. for short "Act". He 
further claimed that by then he had served the Management 
for 240 day s conti nously 12 months preceding the date of 
termination of his services. He further claimed that the 
Management further violated the prov isions of the Act by 
retaining his juniors and terminating his services. The 
Management denied this claim and stated that they had 
agreement with a contractor w ho supplied the labour to 
them during the period in question, therefore, there never 
existed a relationship of employee and employer between 
the parties. They • look many more pleas in their Written 
Statement and stated that they did not violate the provisions 
of Section 25-F and T. so the claim made by the workman is 
bad As stated earlier the workman has not produced any 
evidence to support his claim and not even his own 
affidavit, whereas the Management has supported their 
pleadings with the affidavit of their witness S. R. Kataria. 
The workman lias also not come in the witness box to 
support his claim. 

In the circumstances there is absolutely no evidence 
to show that the workman was engaged by the 
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Management and that his services were terminated by them 
on 22nd February, 1999, by then, he had earned the 
protection under Section 25-F of the Act and by doing so 
they violated the provisions of the Act. The workman 
therefore is not entitled to any relief. The award is passed 
against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate govt, for necessary action and file be consigned 
to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
fcevft, 27 2007 
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[U T^-40012/161/2000-3^31K 

New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3100. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1207/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Department and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-40012/161/2000-IR (DU)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

PRESENT 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
CaseLD. No. 1207/2005 
Registered on 14-9-2005 
Date of Decision: 20-7-2007 

Swaran Singh C/o Shri R. K. Sharma, House No. 372, 

Sector-20-A. Chandigarh. ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager, Telecom, Punjab Circle, 

Sector-34. Chandigarh. . .. Respondent 


APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri Raj Kumar Sharma & 

Others AR 

For the Management : Shri G. C. Babbar, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

» It is on record that the workman has not appeared 
since 22nd August, 2006 continuously. Even earlier he 
appeared through Counsel or the representative but did 
not appear in person. Mr. Arun Batrp, Advocate, filed his 
power of attorney on behalf of the workman on 14th June, 
2006. He appeared for the workman on 12th February, 2007 
and sought time to produce the evidence. It was upon his 
request that the case was listed for the evidence of the 
workman on 18th April. 2007. On that day neither the parties 
appeared nor the workman has produced any evidence. 
The court showed further indulgence and directed that the 
workman be awaited but today again he is absent both in 
person or through his counsel. 

The Ministry of Labour, Government of India referred 
the dispute to this Tribunal vide their No.L-40012/161/ 
2000/IR(DU) dated 31st July, 2000 to find out whether the 
action of the Chief General Manager, Telecom Punjab Circle 
and Principal General Manager, Chandigarh, in ordering 
the disengagement of the workman on 28th February, 1999, 
who was engaged through Shri R. K. Mittal, Contractor, 
was just and legal or not. If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled to. 

The workman filed Claim Petition and stated that he 
was engaged, as Assistant Line Man, by the Management 
on 1st January., 1994 and he served them upto 27th 
February, 1999 on which day. his seivices were terminated 
without following the provision of Industrial Dispute Act, 
of 1947, to be referred hereinafter as "Act”, although he 
had put in 240 days continuous service for the Management. 
He farther claimed that though he is shown to have been 
engaged through a contractor, but he had worked under 
the direct superv ision of the Management and the work for 
which he was engaged was perennial in nature, that the 
Management had sanctioned 500 regular posts of Mazdoor, 
so as to regularize the service of daily wager, but they did 
not regularize his services and instead dispensed with it 
illegally without giving him any show cause notice, charge 
sheet and without holding any inquiry. He was also not 
given any chance to serve them, again after his 
disengagement. 

The Management opposed the claim of the w orkman 
and stated that neither the Management is an Industry nor 
the workman is a workman as is defined by the Act. There 
also never existed any relationship of employee and 
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employer between them as the workman was neither 
appointed by the Management nor they had terminated 
his services. The Management was getting the labour 
supplied by a contractor. They further denied that the 
workman had served them continuously. They also denied 
to have made any payment to the workman representing 
the wages. They claimed that the Management had issued 
a tender, for the supply of labour and the contract was 
allotted to a contractor, to whom they had made the payment 
for the work done. They have also taken the plea that a 
daily wager cannot claim regularization as a matter of right 
to hold a civil post nor the workman was engaged by 
following the rules meant for making appointments. They 
have claimed that as and when the posts are advertised the 
workman can also apply. That the contents of Claim Petition 
are wrong and hence denied. They have further contested 
that the Management has violated the provisions of Section 
25-F of the Act. They have submitted that the claim made 
by the workman is without any merit and the same should 
be dismissed. 

The workman filed his rejoinder and re-affirmed the 
facts stated in the Claim Petition and denied the stand 
taken by the Management on merits. He also filed his 
affidavit, but he did not come in the witness box to prove 
his affidavit. The Management has not filed any affidavit. 
On record there are only pleadings of the parties in the 
shape of Claim Petition. Written Statement, rejoinder and 
the affidavits of the workman and the witness of the 
Management, but there is not proof to show that the 
workman was engaged by the Management on 1 st January! , 
1994 and it was they who had terminated his services on 
27th February. 1999. The claim made by’ the workman in his 
Claim Petition and rejoinder, though supported by his 
affidavit, but the same has been denied by the Management 
by filing a detailed Written Statement. On the pleadings, 
the parties have come almost at the same level. It was the 
duty of the workman to have prov ed that he was engaged 
by the Management and it was they who had terminated 
his services without following the provisions of the Act. 
The workman has failed to prove that. Therefore it cannot 
be said that the workman was engaged by the Management 
in January. 1994 and it was they w ho had terminated his 
services on 27th Februaiy. 1999 in violation of provision of 
the Act.. The workman is. therefore, entitled to no relief 
and the reference is answered against him. Let a copy of 
this award be sent to the appropriate Government and file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH. Presiding Officer 
M 27 fritr^rc, 2007 
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New Delhi, the 27th September. 2007 

S.O. 3101.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 925/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between employers in relation to 
the management ofTelecom Department and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
27-9-2007. 

(No."L-40012/164/2000-ER (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBIINALCUM- 
LABOURCOURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
CaseLD. No. 925/2005 
Registered on 14-9-2005 
Date of Decision: 20-7-2007 
PRESENT 

Jagmohan Singh C/o Shri R. K. Sharma. House 

No. 372. Sector-20 A. Chandigarh ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager. Telecom. Punjab Circle, 

Sector-34. Chandigarh. ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

Forthe Workman : Shri Raj Kumar Sharma & 
Others AR 

For the Management : Shri G. C. Babbar, 
Advocate.. 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

It is on record that the workman has not appeared 
since 22nd August. 2006 continuously. Even earlier he 
appeared through Counsel or the representative but did 
not appear in person. Mr. Arun Batra, Advocate, filed his 
power of attorney on behalf of the workman on 14th June, 
2006. He appeared for the workman on 12th February, 2007 
and sought time to produce the evidence. It was upon his 
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request that the case was listed for the evidence of the 
workman on 18th April, 2007. On that day neither the parties 
appeared nor the workman has produced any evidence. 
The court showed further indulgence and directed that the 
workman be awaited but today again he is absent both in 
person or through his Counsel. 

The Ministry of Labour, Government of India referred 
the dispute to this Tribunal vide their No. L-40012/164/ 
2000/IR(DU) dated 31st July. 2000 to find out whether the 
action of the Chief General Manager, Telecom Punjab Circle 
and Principal General Manager, Chandigarh, in ordering 
the disengagement of the workman on 28th February. 1999. 
who was engaged through Shri R. K. Mittal, Contractor, 
was just and legal or not. If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled to. 

The workman filed Claim Petition and stated that he 
w'as engaged, as Clerk, by the Management on 
10th January, 1996 and he served them upto 27th February, 
1999 on which day, his services were terminated w ithout 
following the provision of Industrial Dispute Act. 1947. to 
be referred hereinafter as “Act”, although he had put in 
240 days continuous service for the Management. He 
further claimed that though he is shown to have been 
engaged through a contractor, but he had worked under 
the direct supervision of the Management and the w ork for 
which he was engaged was perennial in nature, that the 
Management had sanctioned 500 regular posts of Mazdoor, 
so as to regularize the service of daily w ager, but they did 
not regularize his services and instead dispensed with it 
illegally without giving him any show cause notice, charge 
sheet and without holding any inquiry. He was also not 
given any chance to serve them, agfain after his 
disengagement. 

The Management opposed the claim of the workman 
and stated that neither the Management is an Industry nor 
the workman is a workman as is defined by the Act. There 
also never existed any relationship of employee and 
employer between them as the workman was neither 
appointed by the Management nor they had terminated 
his services. The Management was getting the labour 
supplied by a contractor. They further denied that the 
workman had served them continuously. They also denied 
to have made any payment to the workman representing 
the wages. They claimed that the Management had issued 
a tender, for the supply of labour and the contract was 
allotted to a contractor, to whom they had made the payment 
for the work done. They have also taken the plea that a 
daily wager cannot claim regularization as a matter of right 
to hold a civil post nor the workman was engaged by 
following the rules meant for making appointments. They 
have claimed that as and when the posts are advertised the 
workman can also apply. The contents of Claim Petition are 
wrong and hence denied. They have further contested 
that the Management has violated the provisions of Section 


25-F of the Act. They have submitted that the claim made 
by the workman is without any merit and the same should 
be dismissed. 

The workman filed his rejoinder and reaffirmed the 
facts staled in the Claim Petition and denied the stand 
taken by the Management on merits. He also filed his 
affidavit, but he did not come in the witness box to prove 
his affidavit. On record there arc only pleadings of the 
parties in the shape of Claim Petition. Written Statement, 

■ rejoinder and the affidavits of the workman but there is no 
proof to show' that the workman was engaged by the 
Management on 10th January. 1996 and it was they who 
had terminated his services on 27th February', 1999. The 
claim made by the workman in his Claim Petition and 
rejoinder, though supported by his affidavit and but the 
same has been denied by the Management by filing a 
detailed Written Statement. On the pleadings, the parties 
have come almost at the same level. It was the duty' of the 
workman to have proved that he was engaged by the 
Management and it was they who had terminated his 
serv ices without follow ing the prov isions of the Act. The 
workman has failed to prove that. Therefore it cannot be 
said that the workman was engaged by the Management 
on 10th January, 1996 and it was they' who had terminated 
his services on 27th February; 1999 in violation of provision 
of the Act.. The workman is, therefpre, entitled to no relief 
and the reference is answered against him. Let a copy of 
this award be sent to the appropriate Government and file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH. Presiding Officer 
M 27 few, 2007 
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New' Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3102.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 926/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Department and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L40012/168/2000-1R (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

PRESENT: 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
Case I. D. No. 926/2005 
Registered on 14-9-2005 
Date of Decision: 20-7-2007 

Harjit Singh, C/o Shri R. K. Sharma, House 

No. 372, Sector-20A, Chandigarh. ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager, Telecom, Punjab Circle, 

Sector-34, Chandigarh. ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri Raj Kumar Sharma & 
Others, Advocate 

For the Management : Shri G C. Babbar, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

It is on record that the workman has not appeared 
since 22nd August, 2006 continuously. Even earlier he 
appeared through Counsel or the representative but did 
not appear in person. Mr. Arun Batra, Advocate, filed his 
power of attorney on behalf of the workman on 14th June, 
2006. He appeared for the workman on 12th Februaiy, 2007 
and sought time to produce the evidence. It was upon his 
request that the case was listed for the evidence of the 
workman on 18th April, 2007. On that day neither the parties 
appeared nor the workman has produced any evidence. 
The court showed further indulgence and directed that the 
workman be awaited but today again he is absent both in 
person or through his counsel. 

The Ministry of Labour, Government of India referred 
the dispute to this Tribunal vide their No. L-40012/168/ 
2( )00/IR(DU) dated 31st July, 2000 to find out whether the 
action of the Chief General Manager, Telecom Punjab Circle 
and Principal General Manager, Chandigarh, in ordering 
the disengagement of the workman on 28th February, 1999, 
who was engaged through Messrs Gupta, Contractors, 
was just and legal or not. If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled to. 

The workman filed Claim Petition and stated that he 
was engaged as Assistant Cable Jointer, by the 
Management on 15th September, 1997 and he served them 
upto 27th February, 1999 on which day, his services were 


terminated without following the provision of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, to be referred hereinafter as ‘‘Act", 
although he had put in 240 days continuous service for the 
Management. He further claimed that though he is shown 
to have been engaged through a contractor, but he had 
worked under the direct supervision of the Management 
and the work for which he was engaged was perennial in 
nature, that the Management had sanctioned 500 regular 
posts of Mazdoor, so as to regularize the service of daily 
wager, but they did not regularize his services and instead 
dispensed with it illegally without giving him any show 
cause notice, chargesheet and without holding any inquiry. 
He was also not given any chance to serve them, again 
after his disengagement. 

The Management opposed the claim of the w orkman 
and stated that neither the Management is an Industry nor 
the workman is a workman as is defined by the Act. There 
also never existed any relationship of employee and 
employer between them as the workman w’as neither 
appointed by the Management nor they had terminated 
his services. The Management Was getting the labour 
supplied by a contractor. They further denied that the 
workman had served them continuously. They also denied 
to have made any payment to the workman representing 
the wages. They claimed that the Management had issued 
a tender, for the supply of labour and the contract was 
allotted to a contractor, to whom they had made the payment 
for the work done. They have also taken the plea that a 
daily wager cannot claim regularization as a matter of right 
to hold a civil post nor the workman was engaged by 
following the rules meant for making appointments. They 
have claimed that as and when the posts are advertised the 
workman can also apply. That the contents of Claim Petition 
are wrong and hence denied. They further contested that 
the Management has violated the provisions of Section 
25-F of the Act. They have submitted that the claim made 
by the workman is without any merit and the same should 
be dismissed. 

The workman filed his rejoinder and reaffirmed the 
facts stated in the Claim Petition and denied the stand 
taken by the Management on merits. He also filed his 
affidavit, but he did not come in the witness box to prove 
his affidavit. The Management has filed the affidavit of 
Shri Jasbir Walia, SDE. On record there are only pleadings 
of the parties in the shape of Claim Petition. Written 
Statement, rejoinder and the affidavits of the workman and 
the witness of the Management, but there is no proof to 
show that the w orkman was engaged by the Management 
on 15th September, 1996 and it was they who had terminated 
his services on 27th February, 1999. The claim made by the 
workman in his Claim Petition and rejoinder, though 
supported by his affidavit, but the same has been denied 
by the Management by filing a detailed Written Statement. 
On the pleadings, the parties have come almost at the same 
level. It was the duty of the workman to have proved that 
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he was engaged by the Management and it was they who 
had terminated his services without following the 
provisions of the Act. The workman has failed to prove 
that. Therefore it cannot be said that the workman was 
engaged by the Management on 15th September, 1997 and 
i! was they who had terminated his services on 27th 
February, 1999 in violation of provision of the Act. The 
workman is, therefore, entitled to no relief and the reference 
is answered against him. Let a copy of this award be sent 
to the appropriate Government and file be consigned to 
records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

M 27 2007 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3103.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
-Industrial Disputes Act, 19^7 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 539/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
i n the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Department and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-09-2007, 

[No. L-40012/269/2000-IR (DU)) 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT-B, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case I.D. No. 539/2005 

Registered on: 22-08-2005 

Date of Decision : 20-07-2007 

Jasbir Singh S/o. Shri Sukhdev Singh, 

House No. 2167. Sector, 20-C, 

Chandigarh ... Petitioner 

1 ersus 


The General Manager, 

Telecom, Sector-18, 

Chandigarh ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri Om Parkash Singh 
AR 

For the Management Shri G.C. Babbar 
Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. On 27th Nov., 
2006 it was noticed that the workman has not filed the 
Claim Statement although the Management filed their reply 
and also supported the same with the affidavit of their 
witness. The workman filed rejoinder without filing the 
Claim Statement. He also filed his affidavit. Despite 
directions to him, he has not filed the Claim Statement. On 
12thFeb., 2007, the parties appeared through their counsel 
but the workman did not appear nor he filed the Claim 
Statement A direction was given to the workman to produce 
his evidence on the next date which was fixed for 18th 
April, but on that day neither he appeared nor produced 
any evidence. Even today he is not present. The AR of the 
workman Shri Om Parkash Singh is stated to be dead and 
Shri A.K. Batra, Advocate appearing for him has not 
appeared after 12th Feb., 2007. Thus the workman is absent 
despite due service on him. He has not filed his Claim 
Statement nor has Come forward to admit or deny the 
contents of his rejoinder and affidavit. He has, therefore, 
produce no evidence in support of his claim, as is made out 
by him in his affidavit. 

The Ministry of Labour, Government of India vide 
their Order No. L-40012/269/2000/IR(DU) dated 29th 
August, 2000 referred the dispute between the parties for 
the adjudication of this Tribunal and desired to know r 
whether the Management had terminated the services of 
the workman and if so whether the action of the 
Management was just and legal and if not to w hat relief 
the workman was entitled to. There is no Claim Statement 
on record. On oath the workman has claimed, in his affidavit, 
that he was employed by the Junior Telecom Officer, sub¬ 
division, Chandigarh from 21st January, 1998 and he served 
the Management upto 27th Feb., 1999. He had been 
correcting the faults in the Telephone Nos. and also used 
to do the jumpering work for new, faulty and under shift 
telephones. He also used to attend to the routine works; 
that the Management illegally terminated his services 
without any reason, chargesheet or inquiry and also did 
not pay him the retrenchment compensation; that he is 
without any job since the day of his disengagement. 

The Management has opposed the claim of the 
workman and stated that neither the Management is an 
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Industry nor the workman is a workman as is defined by 
the Act. There also never existed a relationship of employee 
and employer between them as the workman was neither 
appointed by the Management nor they had terminated 
his services. The Management was getting the labour 
supplied by a contractor. They further denied that the 
workman had served them continuously. They also denied 
to have made any payment to the workman representing 
the wages. They claimed that the Management had issued 
a tender, for the supply of labour and the contract was 
allotted to a contractor, to whom they had made the payment 
for the work done. They have also taken the plea that a 
daily wager cannot claim regularization as a matter ofright 
to hold a civil post nor the workman was engaged by 
following the rules meant for making appointments. They 
have claimed that as and when the posts are advertised the 
workman can also apply. That the contents of Claim Petition 
are wrong; hence denied. They have further contested that 
the Management has violated the provisions of Section 
25-F of the Act. They have submitted that the claim made 
by the workman is without any merit and the same should 
be dismissed. 

On record I do not find any evidence to show that 
the workman had been engaged by the Management on 
2nd January, 1999 and he had served them on 27th Feb., 

1999 as is claimed by him. The assertions made by him in 
his affidavit have been denied by the Management in their 
Written Statement and by the affidavit of their witness. 
The workman has not appeared as a witness to admit or 
deny the contents of his affidavit and to stand to the cross 
examination of the Management. Whatever he has claimed 
in the affidavit has been denied. To support their claim the 
Management has placed on record the copy of the 
agreement for supply of labour for the period beginning 
from 1st March, 1998 for one year. This period includes in 
it the period during which the workman claims that he had 
served the Management. This claim of the Management 
has not been rebutted by the workman by any evidence. 
Thus he has failed to show that he was engaged by the 
Management and he had served them from 1st Feb., 1988 
till 27th Feb., 1999 and the Management terminated his 
services without following the mandate of law as contained 
in the I.D. Act, 1947. The workman has thus failed to prove 
his case. On record I do not find any evidence to show that 
the workman was engaged by the Management; and that it 
was they who had terminated his services. In that situation 
the question of justification and legality of the 
disengagement of the workman does not arise qua the 
Management. Since the workman has failed to prove that 
his services were terminated by the Management and his 
disengagement was unjust and illegal, therefore, he is not 
entitiled to any relief. The award is passed against him 
holding that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of 
this awardbe sent to the appropriate Government and file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3104.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Aqt, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 928/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cunv 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Department and their 
w orkman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-09-2007. 

[No. L-40012/290/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-IL 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case I.D. No. 928/2005 

Registered on: 14-09-2005 

Date of Decision : 18-07-2007 

Makhan Singh, C/o Shri R.K. Sharma. 

House No. 372, Sector-20A, 

Chandigarh ...Petitioner 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager, 

Telecom, Punjab Circle. 

Sector-34, 

Chandigarh • • • Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Shri Raj Kumar Sharma & 

Others 
Advocate 

For the Management Shri G.C. Babbar 
Advocate 
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AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

It is on record that the workman has not appeared 
since,5th Dec., 2006 continuously. Even earlier he appeared 
through Counsel or the representative but did not appear 
in person. It was brought to the notice of the Court that 
Shri Om Prakash the representative of the workman has 
expired, therefore, fresh notice was given to the workman 
but he did not appear. Mr. Arun Batra, Advocate, filed 
memo of his appearance, on behalf of the workman on 19th 
Sep., 2006, but he could not file the authority letter and 
finally withdrew from appearing for the workman. It was in 
these circumstances that fresh notice under R/C w as issued 
to the workman on 14th March, 2007, on his residential 
address in Tehsil Kharar which was sent under Postal 
Receipt No. 1340 on 19th March, 2007, directing him to 
appear in the case on 17th April. 2007. The workman did 
not appear on that day. His presence was still awaited and 
the case was posted for his appearance and production of 
evidence, for today. Again he is not present nor anybody 
else has appeared on his behalf. From the conduct of the 
workman it is clear that he is not interested in follow ing his 
case that is why he has not come and has also not produced 
any evidence. 

The Ministry of Labour, Government of India referred 
the dispute to this Tribunal vide their No. L-40012/290/ 
2000/IR(DU) dated 24th August, 2000 to find out whether 
the action of the Chief General Manager, Telecom Punjab 
Circle and Principal General Manager. Chandigarh, in 
ordering the disengagement of the workman on 27th Feb., 
1999, who was engaged through Shri Anil Kumar, 
Contractor, was just and legal or not. If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled to. 

The workman filed Claim Petition and stated that he 
was engaged, as Peon, by the Management on 1st May, 
1997 and he served them upto 27th Feb., 1999 on which 
day, his services were terminated without following the 
provision of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, to be referred 
hereinafter as "Act", although he had put in 240 days 
continuous service for the Management. He further claimed 
that though he is shown to have been engaged through a 
contractor, but he had worked under the direct supervision 
of die Management and the work for which he w as engaged 
was perennial in nature, that the Management had 
sanctioned 500 regular posts of Mazdoor, so as to regularize 
the service of daily wager, but they did not regularize his 
services and instead dispensed it illegally without giving 
him any show r cause notice, chargesheet and without 
holding any inquiry. He was also not given any chance to 
serve them, again after his disengagement. 

The Management opposed the claim of the workman 
and stated diat neither the Management is an Industry 7 nor 


the workman is a workman as is defined by the Act. There 
also never existed any relationship of employee and 
employer between them as the workman was neither 
appointed by the Management nor they had terminated 
his services. The Management was getting the labour 
supplied by a contractor. They further denied that the 
workman had served them continuously. They also denied 
to have made any payment to the workman representing 
the wages. They claimed that the Management had issued 
a tender, for the supply of labour and the contract was 
allotted to a contractor, to whom they had made the payment 
for the work done. They have also taken the plea that a 
daily wager cannot claim regularization as a matter of right 
to hold a civil post nor the workman was engaged by 
following the rules meant for making appointments. They 
have claimed that as and when the posts are advertised the 
w orkman also apply on the same contents of Claim Petition, 
are wrong and hence denied. They further contested that 
the Management has violated the provisions of Section 
25-F of the Act. They have submitted that the claim made 
by the workman is without any merit and the same should 
be dismissed. 

The workman filed his rejoinder and re-affirmed the 
facts stated in the Claim Petition and denied the stand 
taken by the Management on merits. He also filed his 
affidavit, but he did not come in the witness box to prove 
his affidavit. The Management also filed an affidavit of 
their Assistant General Manager and contested the claim 
of the workman. On record there are only pleadings of the 
parties in the shape of Claim Petition, Written Statement, 
rejoinder and the affidavits of the workman and the witness 
of the Management, but there is no proof to show' that the 
workman was engaged by the Management on 1st May, 
1997 and it was they who had terminated his services on 
27th Feb., 1999. The claim made by the workman in his 
Claim Petition and rejoinder, though supported by his in 
affidavit and but the same has been denied by the 
Management filing a detailed Written Statement, supported 
by the affidavit of their AGM. On the pleadings the parties 
Lave come almost at the same level. It was the duty of the 
workman to have proved that he was engaged by the 
Management and it was they w ho had termined his services 
without following the provisions of the Act. The workman 
has failed to prove that. Therefore it cannot be said that 
the workman was engaged by the Management in May, 
1997 and it was they who had terminated his services on 
27th Feb., 1999 in violation of provision of the Act. The 
workman is, therefore, entitled to no relief and the reference 
ia answered against him. Let a copy of this award be sent 
to the appropriate Government and file be consigned to 
records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH. Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3105.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1008/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. H, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure. 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Telecom Department and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-09-2007. 

[No. L-40012/69/2000-IR (DU)| 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT-U, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case LD. No. 1008/2005 

Registered on: 17-09-2005 

Date of Decision : 14-07-2007 

Amarjeet Singh C/o Shri N.K. Jeet, 

President, Telecom Labour Union, 

Mohalla Hari Nagar. 

Lai Singh Basti Road, 

Bhatinda (Punjab) ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Department of Telecom, 

Hoshiarpur Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri N.K. Jeet 

AR 

For the Management : Ms. Deepali Puri 

Advocate 


AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. He was 
present two dates earlier on 27th Feb., 2007, but before that 
he continuously remained absent for two dates. Even on 
dates earlier to that he did not appear many a times. The 
record of the file shows that the presence of the workman 
on 27th Feb., 2007 was, apparently, as a result of notice to 
him under R/C vide postal receipt no. 3922 dated 28th 
Nov.. 2006. The Tribunal is, therefore, satisfied that the 
workman has not shown seriousness in prosecuting his 
claim. The Management is present through counsel. The 
workman, in support of his claim, has also not proved his 
affidavit or produced any other evidence. 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
their order No. L-40012/69/2000/IR(DU) dated 31 st May, 
2000 has desired of this Tribunal to adjudicate upon the 
following reference:— 

"Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Telecom, Hoshiarpur (Pb.) in ordering 
disengagement/termination of services of Shri 
Amarjeet Singh a workman, engaged through 
contractor Shri Ashok Kumar Sharma, w.e.f. 1st 
March, 1999 is legal and justified? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled and from which date?" 

On record I do not find any evidence to show that 
the Management had engaged the workman and it was 
they w ho had disengaged him from service. The reference 
itself contains that the engagement of the workman was 
through a contractor and if it was so then how the 
Management could have terminated his services from 1 st 
March, 1999. The workman has produced no evidence to 
show that he had worked as a workman in the office of 
SDOTDasyua from 1st March, 1996 till 28th Feb., 1999. on 
a salary of Rs. 2138/-. The Management in their Written 
Statement has denied the claim of the workman and 
supported the same with copies of agreements and the 
affidavit of their witness, SDE Shri B.S. Thethi. Thus the 
claim made by the workman is denied by the Management 
by equal strength of pleadings and evidence. Besides they 
have produced the copies of the agreement w hich show 
that the Management had entered into a contract with one 
Shri Ram Krishan to provide labour to the Management 
from 13th Dec., 1996 to 12th Dec., 1997 and then from 1st 
April. 1998 to 31st March, 1999. The workman has failed to 
rebut the prima facie evidence produced by the 
Management. He was otherwise required to stand on his 
legs and prove his Claim. 

On record I do not find any evidence to show' that 
General Manager, Telecom Hoshiarpur had terminated his 
sen'ices of Amarjeet Singh who was engaged through a 
contractor Ashok Kumar w.e.f. 1 st March. 1999. Since the 
wOrkman has failed to prove that his services were 
disengaged by the Management, therefore, the question 
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of whether that termination of service of the workman was 
justified and legal or not does not arise. In view of this the 
w orkman is not entitled to any relief. The award is passed 
against him holding that he is not entitled to any relief. Let 
a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate Government 
for necessary action and the file be consigned to records 
after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M forcft, 27 2007 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3106.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 892/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute betw'een the employers in relation 
to the management of CSWCRTI Research Centre, 
Chandigarh and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 27-09-2007. 

[No. L-42012/68/89-IR (DU)] 

SURENDRA SINGH. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBllNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
Case I.D. No. 892/2005 
Registered on: 12-09-2005 

Date of Decision : 11-06-2007 

Suraj Bali ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Management of CSWCRTI 

Research Centre, Sector-27, 

Madhya Marg, Chandigarh and 

another through its Office 

Incharge . • - Respondent 


APPEARANCE 


For the Workman 

Mr. Jasvinder Kumar Bakshi 
Advocate 

For the Management 

; Mr. ML.Basur 

Advocate 


AWARD 


This a reference under Section 10 of the I.D. Act. 
1947, for short “‘Act” received from Government of India. 
Ministry of Labour, vide their No. L-42012/68/89-IR(DU) 
dated 30th October, 1989. The reference reads as under 

"Whether the action of the Management of 
CSWCRTI, Research Centre, Chandigarh in 
terminating the services of Shri Suraj Bali, daily paid 
worker w.e.f. 17-06-1988 is just, fair and legal? If not 
what relief the worker concerned is entitled to?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
w'ho appeared through their counsel and filed their 
pleadings in the shape of statement of claim and replication 
by the workman, Written Statement by the Management. 
The workman supported his claim with his affidavit whereas 
the Management tendered the affidavit of Shri G. S. Gaddu. 
Assistant Admn. Officer. The parties have also placed on 
record. A copy of the agreement claimed to .have been 
entered into between the parties in presence of the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner (C), Rohtak on 4th August, 1988. 
They have also produced copies of other documents 
besides photocopy of the judgments on the Hon blc 
Supreme Court and that of Punjab and Hary ana High 
Court. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined service 
with the Management on 2nd July, 1981; and that his 
services were terminated by the Management. Thereupon 
the matter was taken to the Labour Court, Ambala. During 
the proceedings in the said Labour Court, the parties arrived 
at a settlement in presence of the ALC by which the 
Management agreed to re-employ the workers including 
the petitioner, total 20 in number. As a follow up of that 
agreement the workman withdrew his dispute. He was re- 
emploved by the Management w.e.f. 8th April. 1988. but 
his services were again terminated on 26th May, 1988. 
without giving him any reason, compensation and without 
holding any inquiry' or giving any show cause notice. 
Moreover, the respondents did so without terminating the 
settlement arrived at between the parties. Thus the 
termination of services of the workman was bad in law. 
unfair, unjust and illegal. He prayed for declaring the order 
of termination of services of the workman as bad in law and 
reinstating him with all benefits including of back wages. 

The claim of the workman has been opposed by the 
Management on various grounds. It is their claim that the 
Management is not an Industry' as defined by the Section 
2 -J of the Act, therefore, the reference is bad. On merit it is 
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their submission that the workman was engaged as a daily 
wager in September, 1984 and he did not work for 240 days 
continuously in the year before the date of his 
disengagement therefore, he has no right to claim. Claiming 
that the termination of the workman was legal, it is stated 
by the Management that since the services of the workman 
were no more required, therefore, those were terminated on 
16th June, 1988. Admitting that a settlement was arrived at 
between the parties, according to which the workers were 
categorized in two i.e. one who had served the Management 
for 240 days, and two those who had not served them for 
that period. It was further agreed that those who were 
retrenched on 21st Dec., 1987 will be re-employed in the 
same capacity front the date they withdrew the cases filed 
against the Management. According to the agreement the 
20 workmen including the petitioner were to be re-employed 
on their withdrawing the cases. However, there was no 
guarantee that their services will not be terminated later on 
even if the work did not allow them to be retained in service. 
Thus their services could be terminated if the work was not 
available for them and the matter regarding the back wages 
was to be referred to the Tribunal for judicial, mutually by 
the parties. The present reference having not been made 
for back wages, therefore, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction 
to take contingency of that matter. Since the workman was 
not covered by any of the provisions of the Act, therefore, 
he is not entitied to any relief including under Section 25-F 
of the Act. 

The workman in his replication disputed the claim of 
the-Management and reiterated the claim made by him in 
the Claim Statement. The workman in his oral statement 
recorded on 8th April, 1993 also made a similar claim. He 
denied that he had not served for 240 days before the date 
of termination of his services. The witness for the 
Management. G. S. Gaddu proved his affidavit and stood 
to the cross examination of the counsel for the workman. 
He admitted that the goods produce by the Management 
was distributed among the workers on market rates. He 
further admitted that for the sale of the timber, grass and 
fruits, tenders used to be called from the market. He, 
admitted that an agreement was arrived at between the 
parties on 4th April, 1988 .and before terminating his 
service's, no notice was given to the workman, and nor to 
his Union, that no work was available as no funds were 
available, therefore, no work could be done and therefore 
there was no requirement of the workman. He further stated 
that the w orkmen w ere given assurance that whenever the 
job was available, it will be given to them and many workers 
had retired and many were made regular; and that on the 
retirement of senior workmen the juniors were made regular. 
He however, denied that there was vacancy of unskilled 
workers available as a result of regularization of the seniors 
and on the retirement of some of them. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the parties. Before considering 


the case of the parties on merit, I would like to dispose of 
the preliminary objection raised by the Management that 
since the Management is a research institute, not engaged 
in any commercial activity, therefore, is not an Industry 
and in view of that the workman cannot, claim to be a 
workman. In my opinion there is no merit in this claim of the 

Management. In his statement, made by G.S. Gaddu, 
Administrative Officer admitted that the Management 
produces grass, fruit, vegetable etc. and disposed of the 
same by auction besides by distributing the same among 
the workers on payment. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in a 
famous full bench of seven judges decision in the case of 
Bangalore Water Supply and Sewarage Board Vs. A. 
Rajjappa reported as 1978 LAB I.C. 467, has laid down the 
criteria to declare an establishment, corporation, institute 
an Industry. The test they have laid down is that in an 
establishment where there is a systematic activity, organized 
by co-operation between the employer and employees, for 
the production or distribution of goods and services, 
calculated to satisfy human wants and wishes, there is an 
Industry in the enterprise, prima facie. Their Lordship 
further held that even the professions, clubs, educational 
institution cooperatives, research institutes and other 
kindred adventures, if fulfilled the triple test, are an Industry 
In view of the evidence produced by the parties there 
remains no doubt that the Management was an Industry . 
The Management, by their conduct also, admitted 
themselves to be an Industry, as they submitted themselves 
to the jurisdiction of the conciliation officer, to the 
jurisdiction of Labour Court, Ambala, and therefore, it does 
not lie in their mouth now to claim that they are not an 
industry. 

The claim of the workman is that the Management 
have terminated his services on 26th May, 1988, in violation 
of the provisions of settlement arrived at between the parties 
during the course of trial of the dispute in the Labour 
Court, Ambala. The workman has in a way alleged the 
violation of agreement entered into between the parties 
under Section 12 of the Act. This section reads that 
whenever an Industrial Dispute exists or is apprehended, 
the conciliation officer shall hold conciliation proceedings. 
During the proceedings, he shall make efforts about the 
settlement of the dispute and for that purpose, he will do 
all that he thinks fit for the purpose of bringing the parties 
to come to a fair and amicable settlement and if a settlement 
is arrived at he will send the report thereof to the appropriate 
Government together with a memo of settlement signed by 
the parties to the dispute. Copy of the settlement arrived at 
between the parties on 4th April, 1988, is on record and the 
parties including the Management have admitted that a 
settlement was arrived at between the parties during the 
course of proceedings in the Labour Court at Ambala. The 
terms of settlement reads as under:— 

1. It is agreed by both the parties that all the 
workmen who have been retrenched on 21st 
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Dec., 1987 will be re-employed in the same 
capacity w.e.f. the date the Union or the 
individual workers, withdrew the cases under 
process before Labour Court/Tribunal, Ambala. 

2. It is agreed by both the parties that the 20 
workmen whose names exist in Annexure-II of 
the settlement will be employed provided the 
Union or the workmen concerned withdrew their 
cases from the Labour Court at Ambala. 

3. It is agreed by both the parties that the issue of 
back wages and continuity of service will be 
referred to the Tribunal mutually for judicial 
verdict for relief to the workers. 

4. It is agreed by both the parties that the 
implementation report of the settlement will be 
sent to the A.L.C. (C), Rohtak by 30th April, 
1988. 

The parties have admitted that after the settlement, 
the Management had taken all the 20 workers, including 
the workman, back in service. The workman Has claimed 
that he was taken back in service on 8th April, 1988, In 
reply to the claim made by the wprkman, in para no. 6 of his 
Claim Statement, the Management stated that the claim 
made by the workman was a matter of record. They did not 
deny that the workman was not taken back on service on 
8th April. 1988 as a consequence of settlement arrived at 
between the parties. They also did not dispute that the 
sen ices of the workman was disengaged on 26th May, 
1988. although they claimed, in para 3 of their Written 
Statement, that the reference under hand is regarding 
termination made on 3rd August, 1988, which is not the 
claim even of the workman nor it is the reference received 
front the Government of India. Thus there is no dispute 
that tltc workman was re-employed on 8th April, 1988 and 
that his services were terminated on 26th May, 1988. 

Hon'ble Supreme Court of India, in the cases of 
Shukla Mansika Industry Private Ltd. Vs. Workmen (1977) 
2 LLJ 339 and Patiala Central Cooperative Bank Ltd. Vs. 
Patiala Central Cooperative Bank Employees Union, 
reported as 1997 2 LLJ 631, highlighted the object of sub¬ 
section 2 of Section 19 of the Act. According to their 
Lordships, the object of Section 19 of the Act is to ensure 
that once the settlement is arrived at, there prevails peace, 
accord and cordiality between the parties, during the period 
agreed upon and if settlement does not require to be altered 
for some reasons or the other, the same climate prevails for 
by extension of the settlement by operation of the law. 
There is option given to either party to terminate the 
sett lenient by a written intimation. After the expity of two 
months from the date of such notice, the settlement will 
stand terminated. This is in accordance with the polity of 
settlement of Industrial disputes which is the principle 
object underlying the provisions of the Act. 


The plain reading of this provision shows that the 
settlement arrived at between the parties remains binding 
on them for a period (1) as agreed upon by the parties or 
(2) for six months from the day on which the memo of 
settlement was signed by them. In this case die parties did 
not agree to the period for which the settlement was to 
remain in force. The agreement arrived at between them 
was thus to remain in force during the period of six months 
from the day when the settlement came into force i.e. 8th 
April, 1988. The settlement, therefore, could not be 
terminated by the parties before the expiry of six months. 
In this regard, I borrow the reasoning given in the of Deccan 
Tile Works Vs. Their Workmen reported as (I960) 2 LLJ 
298. It is also settled principle of law that the settlement so 
arrived at does not cease to be binding ipso facto on the 
expiry of the period as mentioned in the sub-section. It is 
also not open to the party to terminate or unilaterally 
repudiate the settlement without complying with the 
requirements of Sub-Section 2 of Section 19 of the Act. In 
this regard, besides the case of Deccan Tile Works (Supra), 
State of Kerala Vs. Antony Decruz reported as (1966) 1 LLJ 
373, may be referred to. Thus as per the provision of Section 
19(2) of the Act and the law laid down by the Apex Court 
and the High Courts it was not open to the Management to 
terminate the settlement arrived at between the parties on 
4th April, 1988. The w orkman performed his part of the 
contract by withdrawing his claim from the Labour Court, 
Ambala. The Management re-employed him but terminated 
his service in violation of provisions of Section 19(2) of 
the Act. The Management has given the reasons that since 
they did not have the grants therefore, there was no work 
available, for doing which, the workman could be engaged. 
Thus his services were terminated. This claim of the 
Management is without any merit rather it was in violation 
of the settlement arrived at between the parties. By their 
conduct the Management violated the sanctity of the 
settlement which w r as protected by Section 19(2) of the 
Act. The action of the Management was illegal and it is 
declared so. 

In terms of Sub-Section 2 of Section 19 of the Act, 
the Management could not terminate the settlement 
unilaterally. Since by the operation of the statute the 
workman is to be treated to be in the service of the 
Management for 8 months which means not less than 240 
days within 12 mondis preceding the date of termination of 
his services, therefore, he was entitled to the protection 
under Section 25-F of the Act as well. It is clear from the 
pleadings of the parties that the Management terminated 
the services of the workman in violation of Section 19 Sub 
Clause 2 and Section 25-F of the Act, therefore, their action 
was in violation of the provisions of the Act and the same 
is declared as bad in law. The disengagement done by an 
act, w hich declared as bad in law, is quashed. 

There is another aspect of the matter. Since the action 
of the Management in terminating the services of the 
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workman has been declared bad in law and has been 
quashed, therefore, the workman is treated to be in the 
employment of the Management for lull six months, from 
the date he was taken back in employment i.e. 8th April, 
1988. As per the effect of Section 19(2) of the Act, the 
settlement could not be treated to have been terminated 
until the expiry of tw o months, from the date on which a 
notice in writing of the intention of the party to terminate 
the settlement is given. In this case no such notice was 
given by the Management and they unilaterally terminated 
the sendees of the workman within 6 months which they 
were not entitled to do under the statue. Thus the workman 
is to be treated in the employment of the Management for 
further two months rather till date since the Management 
did not disclose their intentions'to terminate the settlement 
even after the expiry of six months, from the date of the 
settlements. In this situation there is no merit in the claim 
of the Management that since the workman had not served 
them for 240 days preceding the date of his disengagement, 
therefore, he is not entitled to the protection under Section 
25-F of the Act. The situation is rather in favour of the 
workman. In terms of Section 19(2) of the Act, he is to be 
l reated to be in the employment of the Management for at 
least 8 months from 8th April, 1988 as his services could 
not be terminated before'that without a notice and the 
Management did not issue any such notice. 

In view of the discussion made above, I hold that the 
action of tire Management of CSWCRTI, Research Centre, 
Chandigarh in terminating the services of the workman, 
dnilv paid worker, w.e.f. 26th May, 1988 was unjust, unfair 
and illegal. Therefore, the workman is to be treated on the 
employment of the Management all through this period as 
if there was no order of termination of his services. 

The next question which arises is as to what relief 
the workman is entitled to. As per his own claim he had 
joined service with the Management on 1 st October, 1957. 

1 f he was minimum of 18 years of age at that time by now he 
is round about 70 years of age and cannot be presumed to , 
be eligible for the sendee of the Management. It is also a 
fact that he did not work for the Management from the date 
his services were terminated in the year 1998. He has also 
not claimed that during this period he has remained not 
gainfully engaged. Thus he is not entitled to the back 
wages, but he is entitled to all service benefits including 
his regularization as if he was entitled for that what for to 
the termination of his services by the Management. He is 
also entitled to compensation for the sufferings at the hands 
of the Management during this period and for all the service 
benefits he was entitled to. I, therefore, direct the 
Management to pay an amount of Rs. 50,000 as one time 
compensation to him for the suffering he received. The 
Management is directed to examine the case of the workman 
within three months from the date this award becomes 
enforceable to find out as to what benefits he is entitled to. 
In case the Management fails to do it, the workman shall 


also be entitled for the interest on the amount of 
compensation awarded to him at the rate of 9% p.a. from 
the date the Management appeared in this Tribunal i.e. on 
12th Dec., 1990. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
fcpvft, 27 fad 2007 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3107.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 895/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of CSWCRTI 
Research Centre, Chandigarh and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/109/88-D-D (B)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT INDUSTRIAL TRTOUNAL-CUM- 
LABOURCOURT-ll, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
Case L D. No. 895/2005 
Registered on: 12-9-2005 
Date of Decision : 11-6-2007 

Hukam Chand ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Management of CSWCRTI Research Centre, 

Sector-27, Madhaya Marg, 

Chandigarh and Another, 

Through its Office Incharge ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

Forthe Workman : Mr. Jasvinder Kumar 
Bakshi, Advocate 

For the Management : Mr. M.L. Basur, Advocate 
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AWARD 

This is a reference un^er Section 10 of the I.D. Act,. 

1947,-for short “Act” received from Government of India, 
Ministry of labour, vide their No.-L420l2/109/88-D-U (B) 
dated 1—3rd Nov., 1989. The reference reads asunder: 

"Whether the action of the Management of 
CSWCRTI, Research Centre, Chandigarh in 
terminating the services of Shri Hukum Chand S/o 
Shri Bachna, daily paid worker w.e.f. 28th May, 1988 
is just, fair and legal ? If not what relief the worker 
concerned is entitled to ?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their counsel and filed their 
pleadings in the shape of statement of claim and replication 
by the workman. Written Statement by the Management. 
The workman supported his claim with his affidavit whereas 
the Management tendered the affidavit of Shri. G. S. Gaddu, 
Assistant Admn. Officer. The parties have also placed on 
record. A copy of the agreement claimed to have been 
entered into between the parties in presence of the 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), Rohtak on 4th 
August, 1988. They have also produced copies of other 
documents besides photo copy of the judgements of the 
Horible Supreme Court and that of Punjab and Haryana 
High Court. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined 
service with the Management on 1st July, 1981; and that 
his services were terminated by the Management. 
Thereupon the matter was taken to the Labour Court, 
Ambala. During the proceedings in the said labour court, 

* the parties arrived at a settlement in presence of the ALC 
by which the Management agreed to re-employ the 
workers including the petitioner, total 20 in number. As a 
follow up of that agreement the workmen withdrew his 
dispute. He was re-employed by the Management w.e.f. 
8 th April, 1988, but his services were again terminated on 
26th May, 1988, without giving him any reason, 
compensation and without holding any inquiry' or giving 
any show cause notice. Moreover, the respondents did 
so without terminating the settlement arrived at between 
the parties. Thus termination of services of the workman 
was bad in law, unfair, unjust and illegal. He prayed for 
declaring the order of termination of sendees of the 
workman as bad in law and reinstating him with all benefits 
including of back wages. 

The claim of the workman has been opposed by the 
Management on various grounds. It is their claim that 
the Management is not Industry as defined by the 
Section 2-J of the Act, therefore, the reference is bad. On 
merit it is their submission that the w orkman w as engaged 
as a daily wager in May, 1984 and he did not work for 
240 days continuously in the year before the date of his 
disengagement therefore, he has no right to claim Claiming 
that the termination of the w orkman w r as legal, it is stated 


by the Management that since the services of the workman 
were no more required, therefore, those were terminated 
on 28th May, 1988. Admitting that a settlement was arrived 
at between the parties, according to which the workers 
were categorized in two i.e. one who has served the 
Management for 240 days, and two those who had not 
served them for that period. It was further agreed that 
those who were retrenched on 21st Dec., 1987 will be 
re-employed in the same capacity from the date they 
withdrew the cases filed against the Management. 
According to the agreement the 20 workmen including the 
petitioner were to be re-employed on their withdrawing 
the cases. However, there was no guarantee that their 
services will not be terminated later on even if the work 
did not allow them to be retained in service. Thus their 
services could be terminated if the work was not available 
for them and the matter regarding the back wages was to 
be referred to the Tribunal for judicial, mutually by the 
parties. The present reference having not been made for 
back wages, therefore, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to 
take contingency of that matter. Since the workman 
was not covered by any of the provisions of the Act, 
therefore, he is not entitled to any relief including under 
Section 25-F of the Act. 

The workman in his replication disputed the claim of 
the Management and reiterated the claim made by him in 
the Claim Statement. The workman in his oral statement 
recorded on 8th April, 1993 also made a similar claim. He 
denied that he had not served for 240 days before the date 
of termination of his services. The witness for the 
Management, G.S. Gaddu proved his affidavit and stood 
to the cross examination of the counsel for the workman. 
He admitted that the goods produce by the Management 
was distributed among the workers on market rates. He 
further admitted that for the sale of the timber, grass and 
fruits, tenders used to be called from the market. He 
admitted that an agreement was arrived at between the 
parties on 4th April, 1988 and before terminating his 
services, no notice was given to the workman, and nor to 
his Union, that no work was available as no funds were 
available, therefore, no work could be done and therefore 
there was no requirement of the workman. He further stated 
that the workmen were given assurance that whenever 
the job was available, it will be given to them and many 
workers had retired and many were made regular; and that 
on the retirement of senior workmen the juniors were made 
regular. He however, denied that there was vacancy of 
unskilled workers available as a result of regularization of 
the seniors and on the retirement of some of them. 

I have gone through the *file and I have also 
considered the submissions made by the parties. Before 
considering the case of the parties on merit, I would like to 
dispose of the preliminary 7 objection raised by the 
Management that since the Management is a research 
institute, not engaged in any commercial activity, therefore, 
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is not an Industry and in view of that the workman cannot 
claim to be a workman. In my opinion there is no merit in 
this claim of the Management. In his statement, made by 
G.S. Gaddu, Administrative Officer admitted that the 
Management produces grass, fruit, vegetable etc. and 
disposed of the same by auction besides by distributing 
the same amount the workers on payment. The Hon'ble 
Supreme Court in a famous full bench of seven judges 
decision in the case of Bangalore Water Supply and 
Sewerage Board Vs. A. Rajjapa reported as 1978 LAB I.C. 
467. has laid down the criteria to declare an establishment, 
corporation, institute an Industry. The test they have laid 
down, that in an establishment where there is a systematic 
activity, organized by co-operation between the employer 
and employee, for the production or distribution of goods 
and services, calculated to satisfy human wants and 
w ishes, there is an Industry in the enterprise, prima facia. 
Their Lordship further held that even the professions, 
clubs, educational institution, cooperatives, research 
institutes and other kindred adventures, if fulfilled the 
triple test, are an Industry. In view of the evidence 
produced by the parties there remains no doubt that the 
Management was an Industry. The Management, by their 
conduct also, admitted themselves to be an Industry, as 
they submitted themselves to the jurisdiction of the 
conciliation officer, to the jurisdiction of Labour Court, 
Ambala and therefore it does not lie in their mouth now to 
claim that they are not an industry. 

The claim of the workman is that the Management 
have terminated his services on 26th May, 1988, in violation 
of the provisions of settlement arrived at between the 
parties during the course of trial of the dispute in the 
Labour Court, Ambala. The workman has in a way alleged 
the violation of agreement entered into between the parties 
under Section 12 of the Act. This section reads that 
whenever an Industrial Dispute exists or is apprehended, 
the conciliation officer shall hold conciliation proceedings. 
During the proceedings, he shall make efforts about the 
settlement of the dispute and for that purpose, he will do 
all that he thinks fit for the purpose of bringing the parties 
to come to a fair and amicable settlement and if a settlement 
is arrived at he will send the report thereof to the appropriate 
Government together with a memo of settlement signed 
by the parties to the dispute. Copy of the settlement arrived 
at between the parties on 4th April, 1988, is on record and 
the parties including the management have admitted that 
a settlement was arrived at between the parties during the 
course of proceedings in the labour court at Ambala. The 
terms of settlement reads as under : 

1 it is agreed by both the parties that all the 
workiTfen who have been retrenched on 
21 st Dec., 1987 will be re-employed in the same 
capacity w.e.f. the date the Union or the 
individual workers, withdrew the cases under 
process before Labour Court/Tribunal Ambala. 


2. It is agreed by both the parties that the 20 
workmen whose name exist in Annexure-II of 
the settlement will be employed provided the 
Union or the workman concerned withdrew their 
cases from the Labour Court at Ambala. 

3 . It is agreed by both the parties that the issue of 
back wages and continuity of service will be 
referred to the Tribunal mutually for judicial 
verdict for relief to the workers. 

4. It is agreed by both the parties that the 
implementation report of the settlement will be 
sent to the A.L.C (C), Rohtak by 30th April, 
1988. 

The parties have admitted that after the settlement, 
the Management had taken all the 20 workers, including 
the workman, back in service. The workman has claimed 
that he was taken back in service on 8th April, 1988. In 
reply to the claim made by the workman, in para No. 6 of 
his Claim Statement, the Management stated that the claim 
made by the workman was a matter of record. They did not 
deny that the workman was not taken back on service on 
8 th April, 1988 as a consequence of settlement arrived at 
between the parties. They also did not dispute that the 
services of the workman-was disengaged on 26th May, 
1988, although they claimed, in para 3 of their Written 
Statement, that the reference under hand is regarding 
termination made on 3rd August, 1988, which is not the 
claim even of the workman nor it is the reference received 
from the Government of India. Thus there is no dispute 
that the workman was re-employed on 8th April, 1988 arid 
that his service were terminated on 26th May, 1988. 

Hon'ble Supreme Court of India, in the cases of 
Shukla Mansika Industry Private Ltd. Vs. Workmen (1977) 

2 LLJ 339 and Patiala Central Cooperative Bank Ltd. Vs. 
Patiala Central Cooperative Bank employees Union, 
reported as 1997 2 LLJ 631, highlighted the object of sub¬ 
section 2 of Section 19 of the Act. According to their 
Lordships, the object of Section 19 of the Act is to ensure 
that once the settlement is arrived at, there prevails peace, 
accord and cordiality between the parties, during the 
period agreed upon and if settlement does not require to 
be altered for some reasons or the other, the same climate 
prevails for by extension of the settlement by operation of 
law. There is option given to either party to terminate the 
settlement by a written intimation. After the expiry of two 
months from the date of such notice, the settlement will 
stand terminated. This is in accordance with the policy of 
settlement of Industrial disputes which is the principle 
object underlying the provisions of the Act. 

The plain reading of this provision shows that the 
settlement arrived at between the parties remains binding 
on them for a period (1) as agreed upon by the parties or 
(2) for six months from the day on which the memo of 
settlement was signed by them. In this case the parties did 
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not agree to the period for which the settlement was to 
remain inforce. The agreement arrived at between them 
was thus to remain in force during the period of six months 
from the day when the settlement came into force i.e. 
8 th April, 1988. The settlement, therefore, could not be 
terminated by the parties before the expiry of six months. 
In this regard, I borrow the reasoning given in the case of 
Deccan Tile Works Vs. their workmen reported as (1960) 2 
LL J 298. It is also settled principle of law that the settlement 
so arrived at does not cease to be binding ipso facto on 
the expiry of the period as mentioned in the sub-section. It 
is also not open to the party to terminate or unilaterally 
repudiate the settlement without complying with the 
requirements of Sub-section, 2 of the 19 of the Act. In this 
regard, besides the case of Deccan Tile Works (Supra), 
State of Kerala Vs. Antony Decruz reported as (1966) 1LLJ 
373. may be referred to. Thus as per the provision of Section 
19(2) of the Act and the law laid down by the Apex Court 
and the High Courts it was not open to the Management 
to terminate the settlement arrived at between the parties 
on 4th April, 1988. The workman performed his part of the 
contract by w ithdrawing his claim from the Labour Court, 
Ambala. The Management re-employed him but terminated 
his service in violation of provisions of Section 19(2) of 
the Act. The management has given the reasons that since 
they did not have the grant therefore, there was no w ork 
available, for doing which, the workman could be engaged. 
Thus his services were terminated. This claim of the 
management is without any merit rather it was in violation 
of the settlement arrived at between the parties. By their 
conduct the management violated the sanctity of the 
settlement which was protected by Section 19(2) of the 
Act. The action of the Management was illegal and it is 
declared so. 

In terms of Sub-section 2 of the 19 of the Act, the 
Management could not terminate the settlement 
unilaterally. Since by the operation of the statute the 
workman is to be treated to be in the service of the 
Management for 8 months which means not less than 240 
days within 12 months preceding the date of termination 
of his services, therefore, he w as entitled to the protection 
under Section 25-F of the Act as well. It is clear from the 
pleadings of the parties that the Management terminated 
the sen ices of the workman in violation of Section 19 sub 
Clause 2 and Section 25-F of the Act, therefore, their action 
was in violation of the provisions of the act and the'same 
is declared as bad in law. The disengagement done by an 
act. which is declared as bad in law, is quashed. 

There is another aspect of the matter. Since the 
action of the Management in terminating the services of 
the workman has been declared bad in law and has been 
quashed, therefore, the workman is treated to be in the 
employment of the Management for full six months, from 
Ihe date he w as taken back in employment i.e. 8th April, 

1988. As per the effect of the section 19(2) of the Act, the 


settlement could not be treated to have been terminated 
until the expiry of two months, from the date on which a 
notice in writing of the intention of the party to terminate 
the settlement is given. In this case no such notice was 
given by the Management and they unilaterally terminated 
the services ofthe workman within 6 months which they 
were not entitled to do under the statute. Thus the workman 
is to be treated in the employment of the Management for 
further two months rather till date since the management 
did not disclose their intentions to terminate the settlement 
even after the expiry of six months, from the date of the 
settlements. In this situation there is no merit in the claim 
ofthe Management that since the workman had not served 
them for 240 days preceding the date of his disengagement, 
therefore, he is not entitled to the protection under Section 
25-F of the Act. The situation is rather in favor of the 
workman. In terms of Section 19(2) of the Act, he is to be 
treated to be in the employment of the Management for at 
least 8 months from 8th April, 1988 as his services could 
not be terminated before that without a notice and the 
Management did not issue any such notice. 

In view of the discussion made above, I hold that 
the action of the Management of CSWCRTI, Research 
Centre, Chandigarh in terminating the services of the 
workman, daily paid worker, w.e.f. 26th May, 1988 was 
unjust, unfair and illegal. Therefore, the workman is to be 
treated on the employment of the Management all through 
this period as if there was no order of termination of his 
services. 

The next question which arises is as to what relief 
the workman is entitled to. It is also a fact that he did not 
work for the Management from the date his services were 
terminated in the year 1998. He has also not claimed that 
during this period he has remained not gainfully engaged. 
Thus he is not entitled to the back wages, but he is entitled 
to all service benefits including his regularization as if he 
was entitled for that what for to the termination of his 
services by the Management. He is also entitled to 
compensation for the sufferings at the hands of the 
Management during this period and for all the service 
benefits he was entitled to. I, therefore, direct the 
Management to pay an amount of Rs. 50,000 as one time 
compensation to him for the suffering he received. The 
Management is directed to examine the case of the workman 
within three months from the date this award becomes 
enforceable to find out as to what benefits he is entitled 
to. In case the Management fails to do it, the workman 
shall also be entitled for the interest on the amount of 
compensation awarded to him at the rate of 9%p .a. from 
the date the Management appeared in this4f ribunal i.e. on 
12th Dec., 1990. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 


KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3108.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 890/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of CSWCRTI 
Research Centre, Chandigarh and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/110/88-D-H (B)j 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

/ 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Preriding Officer 
Case L D. No. 890/2005 
Registered on: 15-11-1989 
Date of Decision: 11-6-2007 

Jangi S/o. Shri Nathu ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Management of CSWCRTI Research Centre, 

Sector-27, Madhaya Marg, 

Chandigarh and Another, 

Through its Office Incharge .. . Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

* 

For the Workman : Mr. Jasvinder Kumar 
Bakshi, Advocate 

For the Management : Mr. M.L. Basur, Advocate 

AWARD 

This reference under Section 10 of the I.D. Act, 1947, 
for short 'Act” received from Government of India, 


Ministry of labour, vide their No. L-42012/110/88-D-II (B) 
dated 1—9th Nov., 1989. the reference reads as under: 
“Whether the action of the Management of 
CSWCRTI, Research Centre, Chandigarh in 
terminating the services of Shri Jangi S/o. Shri Nathu, 
daily paid worker w.e.f. 26th May, 1988 isjust, fair 
and legal ? If not what relief the worker concerned is 
entitled to ?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their counsel and filed their 
pleadings in the shape of statement of claim and replication 
by the workman. Written Statement by the Management. 
The workman supported his claim with his affidavit whereas 
the Management tendered the affidavit of Shri. G.S. Gaddu, 
Assistant Admn. Officer. The parties have also placed on 
record. A copy of the agreement claimed to have been 
entered into between the parties in presence of the 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), Rohtak on 4th 
August, 1988. They also produced copies of other 
documents besides photocopy of the judgements of the 
Honhle Supreme Court and that of Punjab and Haryana 
High Court. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined 
service with th^ Management on 1st Nov., 1956; and that 
his services were terminated by the Management. 
Thereupon the matter was taken to the Labour Court, 
Ambala. During the proceedings in the said Labour Court, 
the parties arrived at a settlement in presence of the ALC 
by which the Management agreed to re-employ the 
workers including the petitioner, total 20 in number. As a 
follow up of that agreement the workmen withdrew his 
dispute. He was re-employed by the Management w.e.f. 
8 th April, 1988, but his services were again terminated on 
26th May, 1988, without giving him any reason, 
compensation and without holding any inquiry or giving 
any show cause notice. Moreover, the respondents did 
so without terminating the settlement arrived at between 
the parties. Thus termination of services of the workman 
was bad in law, unfair, unjust and illegal. He prayed for 
declaring the order of termination of services of the 
workman as bad in law and reinstating him with all benefits 
including of back wages. 

■ The claim of the workman has been opposed by the 
Management on various grounds. It is their claim that 
the Management is not Industry as defined by the 
Section 2-J of the Act, therefore, the reference is bad. On 
merit it is their submission that the workman was engaged 
as&daily wager in May, 1981 and he did not work for 240 
days continuously in the year before the date of his 
disengagement therefore, he has no right to claim. Claiming 
that the termination ofthe workman was legal, it is stated 
by the Management that since the services of the workman 
were no more required, therefore, those were terminated 
on 1st June, 1986. Admitting that a settlement was arrived 
at between the parties, according to which the workers 
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were categorized in two i.e. one who had served the 
Management for 240 days, and two who had not served 
them for that period. It was further agreed that those who 
were retrenched on 21st Dec., 1987 will be re-employed in 
the same capacity from the date they withdrew the cases 
filed against the Management. According to the agreement 
the 20 workmen including the petitioner were to be re¬ 
employed on thdir withdrawing the cases. However, there 
was no guarantee that their services will not be terminated 
later on even if the work did not allow them to be retained 
in service. Thus their services could be terminated if the 
work was not available for them and the matter regarding 
the back wages was to be referred to the Tribunal for 
judicial, mutually by the parties. The present.reference 
having not been made for back wages, therefore, this 
Tribunal has no jurisdiction to take contingency of that 
matter. Since the workman was not covered by any of the 
provisions of the Act, therefore, he is not entitled to any 
relief including under Section 25-F of the Act. 

The workman in his replication disputed the claim of 
the Management and reiterated the claim made by him in 
the Claim Statement. The workman in his oral statement 
recorded on 8th April, 1993 also made a similar claim. He 
denied that he had not served for 240 days before the date 
of termination of his services. The witness for the 
Management, G. S. Gaddu proved his affidavit and stood 
to the cross-examination of the counsel for the workman. 
He admitted that the goods produce by the Management 
was distributed among the workers on market rates. He 
further admitted that for the sale of the timber, grass and 
fruits, tenders used to be called from the market. He 
admitted that an agreement was arrived at between the 
parties on 4th April, 1988 and before terminating his 
sen ices, no notice was given to the workman, and nor to 
his Union, that no work was available as no funds were 
available, therefore, no work could be done and therefore 
there was no requirement of the w orkman. He further stated 
that the workmen were given assurance that whenever 
the job was available, it will be given to them and many 
workers had retired and many were made regular; and that 
on the retirement of senior workmen the juniors were made 
regular. He however, denied that there was vacancy of 
unskilled workers available as a result of regularization of 
the seniors and on the retirement of some of them. 

I have gone through the file and have also 
considered the submissions made by the parties. Before 
considering the case of the parties on merit, I would like to 
dispose of the preliminary objection raised by the 
Management that since the Management is a research 
institute, not engaged in any commercial activity, therefore, 
is not an Industry and in view of that the workman cannot 
claim to be a workman. In my opinion there is no merit in 
this claim of the Management. In his statement, made by 
G.S. Gaddu. Administrative Officer admitted that the 
Management produces grass, fruit, vegetable etc. and 


disposed of the same by auction besides by distributing 
the same amount the workers on payment. The Hon'ble 
Supreme Court in a famous full bench of seven judges 
decision in the case of Bangalore Water Supply and 
Sewerage Board Vs. A. Rajjapa reported as 1978 LAB I.C. 
467, has laid down the criteria to declare an establishment, 
corporation, institute an Industry. The test they have laid 
down is that in an establishment where there is a systematic 
activity, organized by co-operation between the employer 
and employee, for the production or distribution of goods 
and services, calculated to satisfy human wants and 
wishes, there is an Industry in the enterprise, prima facie. 
Their Lordship further held that even the professions, 
clubs, educational institution cooperatives, research 
institutes and other kindred adventures, if fulfilled the 
triple test, are and Industry. In view of the evidence 
produced by the parties there remains no doubt that the 
Management was an Industry. The Management, by their 
conduct also, admitted themselves to be an Industry, as 
they submitted themselves to the jurisdiction of the 
conciliation officer, to the jurisdiction of Labour Court, 
Ambala and therefore it does not lie in their mouth now to 
claim that they are not an industry. 

The claim of the workman is that the Management 
have terminated his services on 26th May, 1988, in violation 
of the provisions of settlement arrived at between the 
parties during the course of trial of the dispute in the 
Labour Court, Ambala. The workman has in a way alleged 
the violatiorTof agreement entered into between the parties 
under section 12 of the Act. This section reads that 
whenever an Industrial Dispute exists or is apprehended, 
the conciliation officer shall hold conciliation proceedings. 
During the proceedings, he shall make efforts about the 
settlement of the dispute and for that purpose, he will do 
all that he thinks fit for the purpose of bringing the parties 
to come to a fair and amicable settlement and if a settlement 
is arrived at he will send the report thereof to the appropriate 
Government together with a memo of settlement signed- 
by the parties to the dispute. Copy of the settlement arrived 
at between the parties on 4th April, 1988, is on record and 
the parties including the management have admitted that 
a settlement was arrived at between the parties during the 
course of proceedings in the labour court at Ambala. The 
terms of settlement reads as under: 

1. It is agreed by both the parties that all the 
workmen who have been retrenched on 
21 st Dec., 1987 will be re-employed in the same 
capacity w.e.f. the date the Union or the 
individual workers, withdrew' the cases under 
process before labour Court/Tribunal, Ambala 

2 . It is agreed by both the parties that the 20 
workmen whose name exist in Annexure-II of 
the settlement will be employed provided the 
Union or the workman concerned withdrew their 
cases from the Labour Court at Ambala. 
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3. It is agreed by both the parties that the issue of 
back wages and continuity of service will be 
referred to the Tribunal mutually for judicial 
verdict for relief to the workers. 

4. It is agreed by both the parties that the 
implementation report of the settlement will be 
sent to the A.L.C (C), Rohtak by 30th April, 
1988. 

The parties have admitted that after the settlement, 
the Management had taken all the 20 workers, including 
the workman, back in service. The workman has claimed 
that he was taken back in service on 8th April, 1988. In 
reply to the claim made by the workman, in para No. 6 of 
his Claim Statement, the Management stated that the claim 
made by the workman was a matter of record. They did not 
deny that the workman was not taken back on service on 
8 th April, 1988 as a consequence of settlement arrived at 
between the parties. They also did not dispute that the 
services of the workman was disengaged on 26th May, 
1988, although they claimed, in para 3 of their Written 
Statement, that the reference under hand is regarding 
termination made on 3rd August, 1988, which is not the 
claim even of the workman nor it is the reference received 
from the Government of India. Thus there is no dispute 
that the workmen was re-employed on 8th April, 1988 and 
that his services were terminated on 26th May, 1988. 

Honble Supreme Court of India, in the cases of 
Shukla Mansika Industry Private Ltd. Vs. Workmen (1977) 
2 LLJ 339 and Patiala Central Cooperative Bank Ltd. Vs. 
Patiala Central Cooperative Bank Employees Union, 
reported as 1997 2 LLJ 631, highlighted the object of sub¬ 
section 2 of Section 19 of the Act. According to their 
Lordships, the object of Section 19 of the Act is to ensure 
that once the settlement is arrived at, there prevails peace, 
accord and cordiality between the parties, during the 
period agreed upon and if settlement does not require to 
be altered for some reasons or the other, the same climate 
prevails for by extension of the settlement by operation of 
law. There is option given to either party to terminate the 
settlement by a written intimation. After the expiry of two 
months from the date of such notice, the settlement will 
stand terminated. This is in accordance with the policy of 
settlement of Industrial disputes which is the principal 
object underlying the provisions of the Act. 

The plain reading of this provision shows that the 
settlement arrived at between the parties remains binding 
on them for a period (1) as agreed upon by the parties or 
(2) for six months from the day on which the memo of 
settlement was signed by them. In this case the parties did 
not agree to the period for which the settlement was to 
remain force The agreement arrived at between them was 
thus to remain in force during the period of six months 
f om the day when the settlement came into force i.e. 8th 
April, 1988. The settlement, therefore, could not be 


terminated by the parties before the expiry of six months. 
In this regard, I borrow the reasoning given in the case of 
Deccan Tile Works Vs. Their Workmen reported as (1960) 
2 LLJ 298. It is also settled principle of law that the 
settlement so arrived at does not cease to be binding ipso 
facto on the expiry of the period as mentioned in the sub¬ 
section. It is also not open to the party to terminate or 
unilaterally repudiate the settlement without complying 
with the requirements of Sub-Section 2 of Section 19 of 
the Act. In this regard, besides the case of Deccan Tile 
Works (Supra), State of Kerala Vs. Antony Decruz reported 
as (1966) 1 LLJ 373, maybe referred to. Thus as per the 
provision of Section 19(2) of the Act and the law laid down 
by the Apex Court and the High Courts it was not open to 
the Management to terminate the settlement arrived at 
between the parties on 4th April, 1988. The workman 
performed his part of the contract by withdrawing his claim 
from the Labour Court, Ambala. The Management re- 
employed him but terminated his service in violation of 
provisions of Section 19(2) of the Act. The Management 
has given the reasons that since they did not have the 
grants, therefore, there was no work available, for doing 
which, the workman could be engaged. Thus his services 
were terminated. This claim of the Management is without 
any merit rather it was in violation of the settlement arrived 
at between the parties. By their conduct the Management 
violated the sanctity of the settlement which was protected 
by Section 19(2) of the Act. The action of the Management 
was illegal and it is declared so. 

In terms of sub-section 2 of Section 19 of the Act, 
the Management could not terminate the settlement 
unilaterally. Since by the operation of the statute the 
workman is to be treated to be in the service of the 
Management for 8 months which means not less than 240 
days within 12 months preceding the date of termination 
of his services, therefore, he was entitled to the protection 
under Section 25-F of the Act as well. It is clear from the 
pleadings of the parties that the Management terminated 
the services of the workman in violation of Section 19 of 
sub-clause 2 and Section 25-F of the Act, therefore, their 
action was in violation of the provisions of the Act and 
the same is declared as bad in law. The disengagement 
done by an act, which is declared as bad in law, is quashed. 

' There is another aspect of the matter. Since the action 
of the Management in terminating the services of the 
workman has been declared bad in law and has been 
quashed, therefore, the workman is treated to be in the 
employment of the Management for full six months, from 
the date he was taken back in employment i.e. 8th April, 
1988. As per the effect of Section 19(2) of the Act, the 
settlement could not be treated to have been terminated 
until the expiry of two months, from the date on which a 
notice in writing of the intention of the party to terminate 
the settlement is given. In this case no such notice was 
given by the Management and they unilaterally terminated 
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the services of the workman within 6 months which they 
were not entitled to do under the statute. Thus the workman 
is to be treated in the employment of the Management for 
further two months rather till date since the Management 
did not disclose their intentions to terminate the settlement 
even after the expiry of six months, front the date of the 
settlements. In this situation there is no merit in the claim 
of the Management that since the workman had not served 
them for 240 days preceding the date of his disengagement, 
therefore, he is not entitled to the protection under Section 
25-F of the Act. The situation is rather in favour of the 
workman. In terms of Section 19(2) of the Act, he is to be 
treated to be in the employment of the Management for at 
least 8 months from 8th April, 1988 as his services could 
not be terminated before that without a notice and the 
Management did not issue any such notice. 

In view' of the discussion made above, I hold that 
the action of the Management of CSWCRTI, Research 
Centre, Chandigarh in terminating the services of the 
workman, daily paid wnrker, w.e.f. 26th May, 1988 was 
unjust, unfair and illegal. Therefore, the workman is to be 
treated on the employment of the Management all through 
this period as if there was no order of termination of his 
services. 

The next question which arises is as to w'hat relief 
the workman is entitled to. As per his claim he had joined 
serv ice with the Management on 1st October, 1957. If he 
was minimum of 18 years of age at that time by now he is 
round about 70 years of age and cannot be persumed to 
be eligible for the service of the Management. It is also a 
fact that he did not work for the Management from the 
date his sendees were terminated in the year 1998. He has 
also not claimed that during this period he has remained 
not gainfully engaged. Thus he is not entitled to the back 
wages, but he is entitled to all sendee benefits including 
his regularization as if he was entitled for that what for to 
the termination of his services by the Management. He is 
also entitled to compensation for the sufferings at the 
hands of the Management during this period and for all 
the sendee benefits he w'as entitled to. I, therefore, direct 
the Management to pay an amount of Rs. 50,000 as one 
time compensation to him for the suffering he received. 
The Management is directed to examine the case of the 
workman within three months from the date this award 
becomes enforceable to find out as to w'hat benefits he is 
entitled to. In case the Management fails to do it, the 
w orkman shall also be entitled for the interest on the amount 
of compensation awarded to him at the rate of 9% p.a. 
from the date the Management appeared in this Tribunal 
i.c. on 12th Dec., 1990. Let a copy of this award be sent to 
the appropriate Government for necessary action and the 
file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3109.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 896/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of CSWCRTI 
Research Centre, Chandigarh and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/107/88-D-II (B)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIB UN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-tt, 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
Case I.D. No. 896/2005 
Registered on: 13-09-2005 
Date of Decision : 11-06-2007 


Ram Rattan 

... Petitioner 

Versus 


The Management of CSWCRTI 
Research Centre, Sector-27, 

Madhya Marg, Chandigarh and 

Another through its Office 

Incharge 

... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 



For the Workman : Shri Jasvinder Kumar Bakshi, 
Advocate 


For the Management : Shri M.L. Basur, Advocate 


[HFTII—75T^3(ii)] 


MTCfl ^TTF3m : 20, 2007/311 28, 1929 


8987 


AWARD 

This reference under Section 10 ofthe I.D. Act, 1947, 
for short “Act” received from Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour, vide their No. L-42012/107/88-D-II(B) 
dated 1—3rd Nov., 1989. The reference reads as under:— 

“Whether the action of the Management of 
CSWCRTI, Research Centre, Chandigarh in 
terminating the services of Shri Ram Rattan S/o 
Shri Dwarka Dass, daily paid worker w.e.f. 1st June, 
1988 is just, fair a and legal? If not what relief the 
worker concerned is entitled to?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their counsel and filed their 
pleadings in the shape of statement of claim and 
replication by the workman. Written Statement by the 
Management. The workman supported his claim with his 
affidavit whereas the Management tendered the affidavit 
of Shri G.S. Gaddu. Assistant Admn. Officer. The parties 
have also placed on record a copy of the agreement 
claimed to have been entered into between the parties in 
presence of the Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), 
Rohtak on 4th August, 1988. They have also produced 
copies of other documents besides photocopy of the 
judgments on the Hon’ble Supreme Court and that of 
Punjab and Haryana High Court. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined 
sen ice with the Management on 2nd Feb., 1981; and that 
his services were terminated by the Management. 
Thereupon the matter was taken to the Labour Court, 
Ambala. During the proceedings in the said Labour Court, 
the parties arrived at a settlement in presence of the ALC 
by which the Management agreed to re-employ the 
workers including the petitioner, total 20 in number. Asa 
follow up of that agreement the workman withdrew his 
dispute. He was re-employed by the Management w.e.f. 
8 th April, 1988, but his services were again terminated on 
26th May, 1988, without giving him any reason, 
compensation and without holding any inquiry or giving 
any show' cause notice. Moreover, the respondents did 
so w ithout terminating the settlement arrived at between 
the parties. Thus the termination of services of the 
workman was bad in taw, unfair, unjust and illegal. He 
prayed for declaring the order of termination of services 
of the workman as bad in law and reinstating him with all 
benefits including of back wages. 

The claim of the workman has been opposed by the 
Management on various grounds. It is their claim that the 
Management is not an Industry as defined by the 
Section 2-J of the Act, therefore, the reference is bad. On 
merit it is their submission that the workman was engaged 
as a daily w ager in May, 1984 and he did not work for 240 
days continuously in the year before the date of his 
disengagement therefore, he has no right to claim. Claiming 
that the termination of the workman was legal, it is stated 


by the Management that since the services of the workman 
were no more required, therefore, those were terminated 
on 1st June, 1988. Admitting that a settlement was arrived 
at between the parties, according to which the workers 
were categorized in two i.e. one who had served the 
Management for 240 days, and two those who had not 
served them for that period. It was further agreed that 
those who were retrenched on 21st Dec., 1587 will be re¬ 
employed in the same capacity from the date they withdrew 
the cases filed against the Management. According to the 
agreement the 20 workmen including the petitioner were 
to be re-employed on their withdrawing the cases. 
However, there was no guarantee that their services will 
not be terminated later on even if the work did not allow 
them to be retained in service. Thus their services could 
be terminated if the work was not available for them and 
the matter regarding the back wages was to be referred to 
the Tribunal for judicial, mutually by the parties. The 
present reference having not been made for back wages, 
therefore, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to take 
contingency of that matter. Since the workman was not 
covered by any of the provisions of the Act, therefore, he 
is not entitled to any relief including under Section 25-F of 
the Act. 

The workman in his replication disputed the claim 
of the Management and reiterated the claim made by him 
in the Claim Statement. The workman in his oral statement 
recorded on 8th April, 1993 also made a similar claim. He* 
denied that he had not served for 240 days before the date 
of termination of his services. The witness for the 
Management, G. S. Gaddu proved his affidavit and stood 
to the cross examination of the counsel for the workman. 
He admitted that the goods produced by the Management 
was distributed among the workers on market rates. He 
further admitted that for the sale of the timber, grass and 
fruits, tenders used to be called from the market. He 
admitted that an agreement was arrived at between the 
parties on 4th April, 1988 and before terminating his 
services, no notice was given to the workman, and nor to 
his Union, that no work was available as no funds were 
available, therefore, no work could be done and therefore 
there was no requirement of the workman. He further stated 
that the workmen were given assurance that whenever 
the job was available, it w ill be given to them and many 
workers had retired and many were made regular; and that 
on the retirement of senior workmen the juniors were made 
regular. He however, denied that there was vacancy of 
unskilled workers available as a result of regularization of 
the seniors and on the retirement of some of them. 

I have gone through the file and have also 
considered the submissions made by the parties. Before 
considering the case of the parties on merit, I would like to 
dispose of the preliminary objection raised by the 
Management that since the Management is a research 
institute, not engaged in any commercial activity, therefore, 
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is not an Industry and in view of that the workman cannot 
claim to be a workman. In my opinion there is no merit in 
this claim of the Management. In his statement, made by 
G.S. Gaddu, Administrative Officer admitted that the 
Management produces grass, fruit, vegetable etc. and 
dispose of the same by auction besides by distributing 
(lie same among the workers on payment. The Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in a famous full bench of seven judges 
decision in the case of Bangalore Water Supply and 
Sewerage Board Vs. A. Rajjapa reported as 1978 LAB 

I.C. 467, has laid down the criteria to declare an 
establishment, corporation, institute an Industry. The test 
they have laid down, that in an establishment where 
there is a systematic activity, organized by co-operation 
between the employer and employees, for the production 
or distribution of goods and services, calculated to satisfy 
human wants and wishes, there is an Industry in the 
enterprise, prima facie. Their Lordship further held that 
even the professions, clubs, educational institution 
cooperatives, research institutes and other kindred 
adventures, if fulfilled the triple test, are an Industry. In 
view of the evidence produced by the parties there remains 
no doubt that the Management was an Industry. The 
Management, by their conduct also, admitted themselves 
to be an Industry, as they submitted themselves to the 
jurisdiction of the conciliation'officer, to the jurisdiction 
of Labour Court, Ambala. and therefore, it does not lie in 
their mouth now to claim that they are not an industry. 

The claim of the workman is that the Management 
have terminated his services on 26th May, 1988, in 
violation of the provisions of settlement arrived at between 
the parties during the course of trial of the dispute in the 
Labour Court, Ambala. The workman has in a way alleged 
the violation of agreement entered into between the parties 
under section 12 of the Act. This section reads that 
w henever an Industrial Dispute exists or is apprehended, 
the conciliation officer shall hold conciliation proceedings. 
During the proceedings, he shall make efforts about the 
settlement of the dispute and for that purpose, he will do 
all that he thinks Tit for the purpose of bringing the parties 
to come to a fair and amicable settlement and if a settlement 
is arrived at he will send the report thereof to the 
appropriate Government together with a memo of 
settlement signed by the parties to the dispute. Copy of 
the settlement arrived at between the parties on 4th April, 
1988. is on record and the parties including the 
Management have admitted that a settlement was arrived 
at between the parties during the Course of proceedings 
in the Labour Court at Ambala. The terms of settlement 
reads as under 

1. It is agreed by both the parties that all 
the workmen who have been retrenched on 
21st Dec., 1987 will be re-employed in the same 
capacity w.e.f. the date the Union or the 


individual workers, withdrew the cases under 
process before Labour Court/Tribunal Ambala. 

2. It is agreed by both the parties that the 20 
workmen whose name exist in Annexure-II of 
the settlement will be employed provided the 
Union or the workman concerned withdrew their 
cases from the Labour Court at Ambala. 

3. It is agreed by both the parties that the issue of 
back wages and continuity of service will be 
referred to the Tribunal mutually for judicial 
verdict for relief to the workers. 

4 It is agreed by both the parties that the 
implementation report of the settlement will be 
sent to the A.L.C. (C), Rohtak by 30th April, 
1988. 

The parties have admitted that after the settlement, 
the Management.had taken all the 20 workers, including 
the workman, back in service. The workman has claimed 
that he was taken back in service on 8th April, 1988. In 
reply to the claim made by the workman, in para no. 6 of 
his Claim Statement, the Management stated that the claim 
made by the workman was a matter of record. They did not 
deny that the workman was not taken back on service on 
8 th April, 1988 as a consequence of settlement arrived at 
between the parties. They also did not dispute that the 
services of the workman was disengaged on 26th May, 
1988, although they claimed, in para 3 of their Written 
Statement, that the reference under hand is regarding 
termination made on 3rd August, 1988, which is not the 
claim even of the workman nor it is the reference received 
from the Government of India. Thus there is no dispute 
that the workman was re-employed on 8th April, 1988 and 
that his services were terminated on 26th May, 1988. 

Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, in the cases of 
ShuklaMansika Industry Private Ltd. Vs. Workmen (1977) 
2 LLJ 339 and Patiala Central Cooperative Bank Ltd. Vs. 
Patiala Central Cooperative Bank employees Union, 
reported as 1997 2 LLJ 631, highlighted the object of sub¬ 
section 2 of section 19 of the Act. According to their 
Lordships, the object of Section 19 of the Act is to ensure 
that once the settlement is arrived at, there prevails peace, 
accord and cordiality between the parties, during the 
period agreed upon and if settlement does not require to 
be altered for some reasons or the other, the same climate 
prevails for by extension of the settlement by operation of 
law. There is option given to either party to terminate the 
settlement by a written intimation. After the expiry of two 
months from the date of such notice, the settlement will 
stand terminated. This is in accordance with the policy of 
settlement of Industrial disputes which is the principle 
object underlying the provisions of the Act. 

The plain reading of this provision shows that the 
settlement arrived at between the parties remains binding 



settlement was signed by them. In this case the parties 
did not agree to the period for which the settlement was to 
remain force The agreement arrived at between them was 
thus to remain in force during the period of six months 
from the day when the settlement came into force i.e. 
8th April, 1988* The settlement therefore, could not be 
terminated by the parties before the expiry of six months. 

In this regard, I borrow the reasoning given in the case of 
Deccan Tile works Vs. Their workmen reported as (1960) 2 
LL J 298, It is also settled principle of law that the settlement 
so arrived at does not cease to be binding ipso facto on 
the expiry of the period as mentioned in the sub-section. It 
is also not open to the party to terminate or unilaterally 
repudiate the settlement without complying with the 
requirements of Sub-Section, 2 of the 19 of the Act. In this 
regard, besid es the case of Deccan tile works (Supra), State 
of Kerala Vs. Antony Decruz reported as (1966) 1LLJ 373, 
may be referred to. Thus as per the provision of Section 
19(2) of the Act and the law laid down by the Apex Court 
and the High Courts it was not open to the Management 
to terminate the settlement arrived at between the parties 
on 4th April, 1988. The workman performed Ms part of the 
contract by withdrawing his claim from the Labour Court 
Ambala. The Management re-employed him bw terminated 
his service in violations of provisions of Section 19(2) of 
the Act. The Management has given the reasons that since 
they did not have the grants therefore, there was no work 
available, for doing which, the wotkman could be engaged. 
Thus his services were terminated. This claim of the 
Management is without any merit rather it was in violation 
of the settlement arrived at between the parties. By their 
conduct the Management violated the sanctity of the 
settlement which was protected by section 19(2) of the 
Act, The action of the Management was illegal and it is 
declared so. \ :i i \ : : 

f h terms of Sub-Section 2 of Section 19 of the Act, 
the Management could hot terminate the settlement 
unilaterally. Since by the operation of the statute the 
workman is to be treated to be in the service of thb 
Management for 8 months which means not less than 246 
day s within 12 months preceding the date of termination 
of his services, therefore, he Was entitled to the protection 
under Section 25-F of the Act as well; It is clear from the 
pleadings of the parties that the Management terminated 
the services of the workman in violation of Section 19 
Sub- Clause 2 and Section 25-F of the Act, therefore, their 
action was in violation of the provisions of the act and 
the same is declared as bad in law. The disengagement 
done by an act. which is declared as bad in law, is quashed. 

There is another aspect of the matter. Since the 
action of the Management in terminating the services of 
the workman has been declared bad in law and has been 
quashed, therefore, the workman is treated to be in the 


employment of the Management for foil six months, from 
the date he was taken back in employment i.e. 8th April, 
1 988; As per the effect of the Section 19(2) of the Act, the 
settlement could not be treated to have been terminated 
until the expiry of two months, from the date on which a 
notice in writing of the intention of the party to terminate 
the settlement is given. In this case no such notice was 
given by the Management and they unilaterally terminated 
the services of the workman within 6 months which they 
were hot entitled to do under the statue. Thus the workman 
is to be treatedin the employment of the Management for 
further two months rather till date since the Management 
did not disclose their intentions to terminate the settlement 
even ufrer the expiry of six months, from the date of the 
settlements. In this situation there is no merit in the claim 
of the Management that since the workman had not served 
them for 240 days preceding the date of his disengagement, 
therefore, he is not entitled to the protection under Section 
25-F of the Act. The situation is rather in favour of the 
workman. In terms ofSection 19(2) of the Act, he is to be 
treated to be in the employment of the Management for at 
least 8 months from 8th April, 1988 as his services could 
not be terminated before that without a notice and the 
Management did riot issue any such notice. 

In view of the discussion made above, I hold that 
the action of the Management of CSWCRTI, Research 
Centre, Chandigarh in terminating the services of the 
workman, daily paid worker, w.e.f. 26th May, 1988 was 
unjust, unfair and illegal. Therefore, the workman is to be 
treated on the employment of the Management all through 
this period as if there was no order of termination of his 
services. 

The next question which arises is as to what relief 
the workman is entitled to. As per his own claim he had 
joined service with the Management on 1st October, 1957. 
If he was minimum of 18 years of age at that time by now 
he is round about 70 years of age and cannot be presumed 
to be eligible for the service of the Management. It is also 
a fact that he did not work for the Management from the 
date his services were terminated in the year 1998. He has 
also not claimed that during this period he has remained 
not gainfully engaged. Thus he is not entitled to the back 
wages, but he is entitled to all service benefits including 
his regularization as if he was entitled for that what for to 
the termination of his services by the Management. He is 
also entitled to compensation for the sufferings at the 
hands of the Management during this period and for all 
the service benefits he was entitled to. I, therefore, direct 
the Management to pay an amount of Rs. 50,000 as one 
time compensation to him for the suffering he received. 
The Management is directed to examine the case of the 
workman within three months from the date of this award 
becomes enforceable to find out as to what benefits he is 
entitled to: In case the Management fails to do it, the 
workman shall also be entitled for the interest on the amount 
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of compensation awarded to him at the rate of 9% p.a. 
from the date the Management appeared in this Tribunal 
i.e. on 12 th Dec., 1990. Let a copy of this award besent to 
the appropriate Government for necessary action and the 
file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3110. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1090/ 
2005) Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Central Soil Salinity Research Institute, 
Karnal and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/90/93-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-11, 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
Case I.D. No. 1090/2005 
Registered on: 21-09-2005 

Date of Decision : 14-07-2007 

Dharam Pal S/o Shri Pheru Ram, 

Paul Nagar, Karnal ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, 

CSSRI, Karnal ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Shri R.P. Rana, Advocte 

For the Management : Shri RK. Sharma, Advocate 


AWARD 

Vide their Order No. L-42012/90/93-IR(D.U.) dated 
24th August, 1994, Ministry of Labour, Government of 
India referred the following dispute for the adjudication of 
this Tribunal :— 

“ Whether the action of the Management of Central 

Soil Salinity Research Institute, Karnal in terminating 

the services of Shri Dharam Pal, Casual Worker w.e.f. 

1st April, 1988 is legal and ju^Rfied? If not what 

relief he is entitled to and from what date?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their Counsel and filed their 
respective claims in the form of Claim Statement, reply to 
the Claim Statement, replication, the workman's affidavit, 
The management has also filed the affidavit of Shri Rounak 
Ram, their Assistant Administrative Officer in support of 
their claim beside that of Shri Tej Ram, Assistant 
Administrative Officer. 

It is on record that before the proceedings of the 
case could advance the Management filed an application 
for permission to amend their Written Statement. They 
also filed affidavit of Shri R.C. Meena, Senior 
Administrative Officer in support of their claim. The 
workman appeared as a witness whereas the Management 
examined S/Shri Tej Ram and R.C. Meena as their 
witnesses. At the request of the management they were 
allowed to amend their Written Petition and incorporate 
the plea that since the Management is not an Industry, the 
present reference is not maintainable and this Tribunal 
has no jurisdiction to adjudicate upon the said reference. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined 
service with the Management on daily wages basis in the 
year 1982 and he served them upto 31st Dec., 1990. The 
Management all, of a sudden refused the employment to 
the workman on 1 st January, 1991; that he had joined the 
service with the Management on being sponsored by the 
employment exchange. He was, however, paid small amount 
as daily wages although he performed the same job, which 
permanent Class IV employee of the Management 
performed as Peon, Beldar and Chowkidar. He repeatedly 
represented for being regularized in service. Though he 
was interviewed, but was not adjusted on regular basis. 
He had served the Management for 240 days in more than 
one year especially in the year 1988-89 and 1990. Before 
terminating the services, the Management neither gave 
him the notice nor conveyed the reasons to terminate his 
sendees: that the workman along with co-workers 
approached the CAT, but since there was a question of 
disputed facts, therefore, he withdrew the petition. The 
workman claims the relief on the ground that the 
Management being a limb of Indian Council of Agritulture 
Research is an Industry and the workman having sensed 
them for 240 days in a year deserves his regularization and 
could not be terminated without following the provisions 
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of I.D. Act, 1947 to be called “Act” in short. The 
Management acted in an arbitrary manner with colorable 
exercise of their powers and favouritism in selecting those 
who were related to the officers of the Management, 
ignoring the claim of those who had joined the service 
through the Employment Exchange. Rebutting the claim 
of the management in anticipation, it is further stated by 
him that the instructions of Government of India, to get 
the work done through the contractor, were not applicable 
to the workman since the same were effective from 
1st April, 1988 and since the workman‘had served the 
Management for 240 days, therefore, the termination of 
his services was violative of the Provisions of the Act. He 
has further claimed that during the conciliation 
proceedings the Management maintained a stubborn 
attitude and did not offer an employment to the workman 
stating that they get work done through the contractor, 
therefore, no work was available for which the workman 
can be engaged. 

The Management in their reply has claimed that from 
1st April, 1988, the Management had introduced a 
contractual system for getting the work done and obtained 
certificate of registration, therefore, there was no question 
of engaging the workman for any labour work. They have 
further claimed that the petition is time barred having no 
cause of action or locus standi. It is also claimed by them 
that the workman is estopped, by his own conduct, to 
prosecute the present petition. It is also claimed that the 
Management is not an Industry, therefore, also the reference 
is bad and this Tribunal does not possess the jurisdiction 
to decide the issue. 

On merits it is stated by them that the workman had 
never worked for the Management after 1st January, 1988. 
The Management has destroyed the muster rolls/ 
attendance rolls pertaining to the earlier period as a follow 
up the decision taken by the committee on 31st Dec., 
1986. It was the contractor who enjoyed control over his 
labour and the Management did not have any direct 
concern with them. Relying upon the judgement of Punjab 
and Haryana High Court, in the case of National Fertilizer 
Ltd. Vs. Presiding Officer and others, reported as 1990(3) 
Recent Judgement, 276, it is claimed by the Management 
that, so as to declare a workman as the employee of the 
Management the Tribunal should apply the test of whether 
the worker engaged produced goodis or sendees and the 
serv ices were so required for carrying on the business; 
and whether the Management had economic control over 
the workers; that the workman was not the employee of 
the Management so is not entitled to any relief; that the 
ManagemenUhough an autonomous body, but followed 
the rules of Government of India and they were bound by 
the same so as to make appointments. It is on record that 
the workman was called for an interview, but was not 
selected having not come within the criteria fixed. They 
denied that the workman had served in the year 1989 and 


1990 for 240 days. They further denied that they had 
terminated the services of the workman. Since the work 
had been allotted to the contractors, so it was his duty to 
engage the labour. They further denied that the 
management had ever asked the workman on 1st January. 

1991 that they have no work for him nor they employed 
any other workman after 1st April, 1988. They have further 
denied that they had terminated the services of the 
workman or had employed workmen after 1st April, 1988. 
They further denied the other contentions of the workman 
and submitted that the claim of the workman may be 
dismissed with costs. 

In his replication the workman did not raise any new 
claim. He claimed that the workman was working with the 
Management till the introduction of contractual system 
and by then he had put in more than 240 days service, 
therefore, his services could not be terminated. He denied 
that he was a valid contractor or had worked under the 
contractor till his termination. He was rather getting salary 
from the Management and no contractor intervened in 
their relationship. Claiming that he along with other 
retrenched workers had approached the CAT through an 
original application he stated that the same was withdrawn 
later on. The workman had vigorously followed his case 
so there was no question of his claim having been barred 
by his limitation. He further disputed the application of 
principle of estoppel against him and stated that the 
workman had served the management during his youth 
and now they cannot ignore that fact. He claimed th^t he 
had been engaged through employment exchange and the 
management has to explain as to how they continued taking 
service from him along with others, till 31 st Dec., 1990. He 
disputed the claim of the Management that they did not 
possess the muster rolls from the year 1987 to 1990. As 
per their own saying they had destroyed the record only 
for the period up to 1986. The fact that the Management 
has failed to disclose the name of the contractor who had 
worked for them. He has further claimed that in view of the 
judgement of Hon'ble Supreme Court reported as 1992(4) 
SLR 770 with title State of Haryana Vs. Piara Singh and 
Others, the workman had the right of consideration for 
regularization, having served the management for a long 
time. The Management, therefore, violated the provisions 
of the Act and disengaged the services of those who had 
served the Management for 18 years and above. He further 
claimed that he was entitled to know' the reasons for his 
disengagement; and that the Management has the posts 
of Chowkidars, Peons, Sweepers and etc. in Class IV 
category and the workman is ready to work on any other 
post. 

I have gone through the file and have also 
considered the submissions made by the counsel for the 
parties. 

The Management has raised a number of preliminary 
objections to the maintainability of the reference. It is their 


8992 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 20.2007/ASVINA28,1929 


[Part II —Sec. 3(ii)] 


claim that the claim made is barred by limitation; that the 
workman has no cause of action to maintain the same; 
that the workman is estopped to raise the claim by his 
own conduct; that workman has no locus standi to file 
the present claim. They have further claimed that since 
there existed no relationship of employer and employee 
between the parties and the management had introduced 
the contractual system w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988, therefore, 
the dispute is not maintainable. The last preliminary 
objection raised by them is that the Management is not 
an industry^ since it carries on the activity of research in a 
systematic manner. It is not engaged in the work of trade 
and business nor it is engaged in the production or 
distribuion of services to satisfy the human wants and 
wishes. According to them they are engaged in the research 
work so are not an industry. 

1 have considered the preliminary' objections raised. 
After going through the record of the file I feel that the 
Management has not seriously contested the preliminary 
objections. They have not produced any evidence to show 
that the claim of the workman is barred by limitation or he 
has no cause of action to maintain the reference. To me 
the preliminary objections are misplaced as a Tribunal is 
adjudicating upon this reference as is desired by the 
Appropriate Government and not on the asking of the 
workman. Whether there existed the relationship of 
employee and employer between the parties or whether 
the workman has the cause of action to maintain his claim, 
are the questions which are interwoven with the question 
of termination of services of the workman. So shall get 
decided automatically by the answer to the reference. 

As regards the question, whether the Management 
is an industry or not, I feel the plea taken by the 
Management is w ithout any merit. The answer to the plea 
of the Management is contained in the famous judgement 
ofHon ble Supreme Court of India in the case “Bangalore 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board versus A Rajappa 
reported as 1978 Lab IC 778.” The seven judges bench 
ruled that "Industry ” means an establishment where there 
is a (i) systematic activity, (ii) organized by the co-operation 
between employer and employee, (iii) for production and/ 
or distribution of goods and services calculated to satisfy 
human wants and wishes. Absence of profit motive or 
gainful objective is irrelevant, be the venture in public, 
joint, private or other sector. The true focus is functional 
and the decisive test is the nature of the activity with 
special emphasis on the employer-employee relations. 
According to their Lordships Professions, clubs, 
education institutions, co-operatives, research institutes, 
charitable projects and other kindred adventures, if fulfilled 
the triple tests cannot be exempted from the scope of 
Industry', Applying these tests it cannot be said that the 
Management is not an industry'. In their own pleadings 
the Management admitted that they were engaged in 
research work and tliat they followed their persuit with 
the help of Research scholars and the labourers. Their 
stand that they are not engaged in commercial activity is 


of no consequence, in the face of the Judgement referred 
to above. The preliminary objections raised by the 
Management are therefore, of no merit and are rejected. 

The question which now requires consideration is 
whether the Management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal had terminated the services of Sliri Dharam 
Pal, casual worker w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988 and if so w hether 
their action was legal and justified. If not what relief the 
workman is entitled to and from what date. The 
Management in reply to the claim of the workman stated 
that the workman had not worked with the Management 
after 1st of January, 1988 and after 1st of April, 1988 the 
labour work used to be given to different contractors. They 
made evasive reply to the claim of the workman that he 
had continuously worked for the Management upto 31st 
of Dec., 1990. They only claimed that the workman had 
nOt worked for them after 1st of January, 1988. What about 
the earlier period till 31st of Dec., 1987. The workman 
produced Shri Tej Ram Assistant Administrative Officer 
of the Management as his witness who produced the 
Muster roll and other record and stated that as per record 
the workman had worked for the Management on days as 
shown in statement exhibit WL As per this document the 
workman had served the Management upto March, 1988. 
Counting backward he worked for the Management 
12 days m March, 1988; 22 days in January', 1988; 24 days 
in November. 1987; 24daysin Oct.,1987; 21 days in May, 
21 days in April i.e. for 128 days in total. The workman has 
not produced any evidence to belie this claim of the 
Management and to prove that he had served the 
Management for 240 days 12 months preceding the date 
of termination of his services on 1st April, 1988 as is claimed 
by him in his pleadings. The workman has thus failed to 
show that he was entitled to the protection as envisaged 
by Section 25-F Of the Act, 

Mr. R.C. Meena who appeared as witness for the 
Management in his statement admitted that the workman 
was not given notice before changing his service 
. conditions. The Management made evasive reply to the 
claim of the workman that before terminating his services 
the Management had not given him notice showing the 
reasons for terminating his services. There is also no 
evidence on record to show that the Management had 
paid retrenchment compensation to the workman before 
terminating his services or had paid the wages for the 
notice period. The Management therefore, did not comply 
with the provisions of section 25-F of the Act but they 
were not supposed to comply with the same for the reason 
that the workman had not worked for the Management for 
240 days before the termination of his services w.e.f. 1st 
April; 1988. The disengagement of the workman was, 
therefore, legal and justified. The workman is entitled to 
no relief The reference is answered against him. Let a 
Copy of this award be sent to the appropriate Government 
for necessary' action and the file be consigned to records 
after due completion 


KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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: : New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3111. —(n pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award. (Ref. No. 1088/ 
2005) of the Central Government industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No, II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers inrelation 
to the management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on,27-9-2007. 

(No. L-42012/97/93-IR (DU)1 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

.^ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TWBTJNAL-CTM-LABOUR COURT-H, 

‘ i: ’ ' CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Sutgh, Presiding Officer 

Case I.D. No. 1088/2005 

Registered on: 21-9-2005 ' 

Date of Decision ; 14-7-2007 - ^ 

Ram Lai S/o Shri Sher Singh 1 ' : : ^ 

R/o. VillagePundrak, :j • 

District Kamal : Petitioner 

. Versus 

The Director, 

CSSRI, Kamal . . . Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri R.P. Rana, Advocte 

For the Management : Shri R.K. Sharma, Advocate 
' ' AWARD 

Vide their order No. L42012/97/93-IR (D U ) dated 
24th August, 1994, Ministry of Labour, Government of 


India referred the following dispute for the adjudication of 
this Tribunal.; ’ 

“Whether the action ofthe Management of Central 

Soil Salimty Research Institute, Kamal in terminating 

the services of $hri Ram Lal ? , Casual Worker w.e.f. 

1st April, 1988 is legal and justified ? If not, what 

relief he is entitled to and fromjvhat date ?” 

The notice* of the referehce was given to the parties 
who appeared through their counsel and filed their 
respective claims in the form of Claim Statement, reply to 
the Claim Statement, replication, the workman's affidavit. 
The management has also filed the affidavit OfShriRounak 
Ram, their Assistant Administrative Officer in support of 
their claim besides that of Shri Tej Ram, Assistant 
Administrative Officer. , 

It is on record that before the proceedings of the 
case could advance the Management filed an application 
for permission to amend their Written Statement. They also 
. filed affidavit of Shri R.C. Meena, Senior Administrative 
Officer in support of their claim. The workman appeared as 
1 a witness whereas the Management examined S/Shri Tej 
RamandKC. Meena as their witnesses. At the request of 
. the management they wereallowedto amend their Written 
Petition and incorporate the plea that since the Management 
is not an Industry, the present reference is riot maintainable 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to adjudicate upon 
the said reference. 

> The clainuaf the workman is that he had joined 
service with the Management on daily wages basis in the 
year 1986 and he served them upto 31st Dec., 1990; T he 
Management all of a sudden refused the employment to 
the workman on 1st January, 1991; that he had joined the 
service with the Management on being sponsored by the 
employment exchange. He was; however, paid small amount 
as daily wages although he performed the same job, which 
permanent Class IV employees of the Management 
performed as Peon, Beldar and Chowkidar; He repeatedly 
represented for being regularized in service. Though he 
i was interviewed but was not adjusted on regular basis. He 
- ; had served the Management for 24(1 days in more than one 
year especially in the year 1988-89 and 1990. Before 
terminating the services, the Management neither gave 
, him the notice nor conveyed the reasons to terminate his 
services; that the workman along with co-workers 
approached the GAT, but since there was a question of 
disputed facts, therefore, he withdrew the petition. The 
Workman claims the relief on the ground that the 
f Management being a limb of Indian Council of Agriculture 
Research, is an Industry and the workman having serv ed 
, them for 240 days in a year deserves his regularization and 
could not be terminated without following the provisions 
of I.D. Act, 1947 to be called “Act” in short. The 
Management acted in an arbitrary manner with colorable 
exercise of their powers and favouritism in selecting those 
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who were related to the officers of the Management, 
ignoring the claim of those who had joined the service 
through the Employment Exchange. Rebutting the claim of 
the Management in anticipation, it is further stated by him 
that the instructions of Government of India, to get the 
work done through the contractor, were not applicable to 
the workman since the same were effective from 1 st April, 
1988 and since the workman had served the management 
for 240 days, therefore, the termination of his services was 
violative of the Provisions of the Act. He has further claimed 
that during the conciliation proceedings the Management 
maintained a stubborn attitude and did not offer an 
employment to the workman stating that they get work 
done through the contractor, therefore, no work was 
available for which the workman can be engaged. 

The Management in their reply has claimed that from 
1st April, 1988, the Management had introduced a 
contractual system for getting the work done and obtained 
certificate of registration, therefore, there was no question 
of engaging the workman for any labour work. They have 
further claimed that the petition is time barred having no 
cause of action or locus standi. It is also claimed by them 
that the workman is estopped, by his own conduct, to 
prosecute the present petition. It is also claimed that the 
management is not an Industry, therefore, also the reference 
is bad and this Tribunal does not possess the jurisdiction 
to decide the issue. 

On merits it is stated by them that the workman had 
never worked for the management after 1st January, 1988. 
The Management has destroyed the muster-rolls/ 
attendance rolls pertaining to the earlier period as a follow 
up the decision taken by the committee on 31st Dec., 1986. 
It was the contractor who enjoyed control over his labour 
and the management did not have any direct concern with 
them. Relying upon the judgement of Punjab and Haryana 
High Court, in the case of National Fertilizer Ltd. Vs. 
Presiding Officer and Others, reported as 1990(3) Recent 
Judgements. 276, it is claimed by the Management that, so 
as to declare a workman as the employee of the 
Management the Tribunal should apply the test of whether 
the worker engaged produced goods or service and the 
services were so required for carrying on the business; 
and whether the Management had economic control over 
the workers; that the workman was not the employee of the 
Management so is not entitled to any relief; that the 
Management though an autonomous body, but followed 
the rules of Government of India and they were bound by 
the same so as to make appointments. It is on record that 
the workman was called for an interview, but was not 
selected having not come within the criteria fixed. They 
denied that the workman had serv ed in the year 1989 and 
1990 for 240 days. They further denied that they had 
terminated the services of the workman. Since the work 
had been allotted to the contractors, so it was his duty to 
engage the labour. They further denied that the 


Management had ever asked the workman on 1 st January, 
1991 that they have no work for him nor they employed 
any other workman after 1 st April, 1988. They have further 
deniedihat they had terminated the services of the workman 
or had employed workmen after 1st April, 1988. They further 
denied the other contentions of the workman and submitted 
that the claim of the workman may be dismissed with costs. 

In his replication the workman did not raise any new 
claim. He claimed that the workman was working with the 
Management till the introduction of contractual system 
and by then he had put in more than 240 days service, 
therefore, his services could not be terminated. He denied 
that he was a valid contractor or had worked under the 
contractor till his termination. He was rather getting salary 
from the Management and no contractor intervened in their 
relationship. Claiming that the along with other retrenched 
workers had approached the CAT through an original 
application he stated that the same was withdrawn later 
on. The workman had vigorously followed his case so there 
was no question of his claim having been barred by his 
limitation. He further disputed the application of principle 
of estopped against him and stated that the workman had 
served the Management during his youth and now they 
cannot ignore that fact. He claimed that he had been 
engaged through employment exchange and the 
Management has to explain as to how they continued taking 
service from him along with others, till 31 st Dec., 1990. He 
disputed the claim of the Management that they did not 
possess the muster rolls from the years 1987 to 1990. As 
per their own saying they had destroyed the record only 
for the period up to 1986. The fact that the Management 
has failed to disclose the name of the contractor who had 
worked for them. He has further claimed that in view of the 
judgement of Honhle Supreme Court reported as 1992(4) 
SLR 770 with title State of Hary ana Vs. Piara Singh and 
others, the workman had the right of consideration for 
regularization, having served the Management for a long 
time. The Management, therefore, violated the provisions- 
of the Act and disengaged the services of those who had 
served the Management for 18 years and above. He further 
claimed that he was entitled to know the reasons for his 
disengagement; and that the Management has the posts 
of Chowkidars, Peons, Sweepers and etc. in Class IV 
category and the workman is ready to work on any other 
post. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the counsel for the parties. 

The Management has raised a number preliminary 
objections to the maintainability of the reference. It is their 
claim that the claim made is barred by limitation; that the 
workman has no cause of action to maintain the same; that 
the workman is estopped to raise the claim by his own 
conduct; that workman has no locus standi to file the 
present claim. They have further claimed that since there 
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existed no relationship of employer and employee between 
the parties and the management had introduced the 
contractual system w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988, therefore, the 
dispute is not maintainable. The last preliminary objection 
raised by them is that the Management is not an industry 
since it carries on the activity of research in a systematic 
manner. It is not engaged in the work of trade and business 
nor it is engaged in the production or distribution of 
services to satisfy the human wants and wishes. According 
to them they are engaged in the research work so are not 
an industry. 

I have considered the preliminary objections raised. 
After going through the record of the file I feel that the 
Management has not seriously contested the preliminary 
objections. They have not produced any evidence to show 
that the claim of the \vorkman is barred by limitation or he 
has no cause of action to maintain the reference. To me the 
preliminary objections are misplaced as a Tribunal is 
adjudicating upon this reference as is desired by the 
Appropriate Government and not on the asking of the 
workman. Whether there existed the relationship of 
employee and employer between the parties or whether 
the workman has the cause of action to maintain his claim, 
are the questions which are interwoven with the question 
of termination of services of the workman. So shall get 
decided automatically by the answer to the reference. 

As regards the question, whether the Management 
is an industry or not, I feel the plea taken by the Management 
is without any merit. The answer to the plea of the 
Management is contained in the famous judgement of 
Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in the case “Bangalore 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board Vs. A Rajappa reported 
as 1978 Lab IC 778.” The seven judges bench ruled that 
‘Industry” means an establishment where there is a 
(i) systematic activity, (ii) organized by the co-operation 
between employer and employee, (iii) for production and/ 
or distribution of goods and services calculated to satisfy 
human wants and wishes. Absence of profit motive or 
gainful objective is irrelevant, be the venture in public, 
joint, private or other sector. The true focus is functional 
and the decisive test is the nature of the activity with special 
emphasis on the employer-employee relations. According 
to their Lordships Professions, clubs, education 
institutions, co-operatives, research institutes, charitable 
projects and other kindred adventures, if fulfilled the triple 
tests cannot be exempted from the scope of ‘Industry’. 
Applying these tests it cannot be said that the Management 
is not an industry. In their own pleadings the Management 
admitted that they were engaged in research work and that 
they followed their pursuit with the help of Research 
scholars and the labourers. Their stand that they are not 
engaged in commercial activity is of no consequence, in 
the face of the Judgement referred to above. The preliminary 
objections raised by the Management are therefore, of no 
merit and are rejected. 


The question which now requires consideration is 
whether the Management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal had terminated the services of Shri Ram 
Lai, casual worker w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988 and if so whether 
their action was legal and justified. If not what relief the 
workman is entitled to and from what date. The 
Management in reply to the claim of the workman stated 
that the workman had not worked with the Management 
after 1st of January, 1988 and after 1st of April, 1988 the 
labour work used to be given to different contractors. They 
made evasive reply to the claim of the workman that he had 
continuously worked for the Management upto 31st of 
Dec., 1990. They only claimed that the workman had not 
worked for them after 1st of January, 1988. What about the 
earlier period till 31 st of Dec., 1987. The workman produced 
Shri Tej Ram Assistant Administrative Officer of the 
Management as his witness who produced the Muster roll 
and other record and stated that as per record the workman 
had worked for the Management on days as shown in 
statement exhibit Wl. As per this document the workman 
had served the Management upto March, 1988. Counting 
backward he worked for the Management 13 days in March, 
1988; 19 daysinFeb., 1988; 22 days in January, 1988; 20 l A 
days in November, 1987; 20 days in Oct., 1987; 16 days in 
Sept., 1987, 21 days in August, 1987; 18*/ 2 days in July, 
1987; 18‘/2 days in May, 1987; 12 days in April, 1987 i.e. for 
170‘/2 days in total. The workman has not produced any 
evidence to belie this claim of the Management and to 
prove that he had served the Management for 240 days 12 
months preceding the date of termination of his services 
on 1 st April, 1988 as is claimed by him in his pleadings. The 
workman has thus failed to show that he was entitled to 
the protection as envisaged by Section 25-F of the Act. 

Mr. R.C. Meena who appeared as witness for the 
Management in his statement admitted that the workman 
was not given notice before changing his service 
conditions. The Management made evasive reply to the 
claim of the workman that before terminating his services 
the Management had not given him notice showing the 
reasons for terminating his services. There is also no 
evidence on record to show that the Management had 
paid retrenchment compensation to the workman before 
terminating his services or had paid the wages for the notice 
period. The Management therefore, did not comply with 
the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act but they were not 
supposed to comply with the same for the reason that the 
workman had not worked for the Management for 240 
days before the termination of his services w.e.f. 1 st April, 
1988. The disengagement of the workman was, therefore, 
legal and justified. The workman is entitled to no relief. The 
reference is answered against him. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3112.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1094/ 
2005) of the Centrai Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/99/93-IR (DU)} 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL- 

CUM-LABOUR COURT-H, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
CaseLD. No. 1094/2005 
Registered on: 21-9-2005 
Date of Decision : 14-7-2007 


Inder Singh, 

R/o Saidpur, 

District Karnal ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, . 

CSSRli Kamal ...Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri R.P. Rana. Advocate 
For the Management ; Shri R.K. Sharma, Advocate 
AWARD 

Vide their order No. L-42012/99/93-IR (D.U.) dated 
31st October, 1994, Ministry of Labour, Government of 


India referred the following dispute for the adjudication of 
this Tribunal ; 

“whether the action of the Management of Central 
Soil Salinity Research Institute, Kamal in terminating 
the services of Shri Inder Singh, Casual Worker w.e.f. 
1st April, 1988 is legal and justified ? If not, what 
relief he is entitled to and from what date ?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their counsel and filed their 
respective claim in the form of Claim Statement, reply to the 
Claim Statement, replication, the workman's affidavit. The 
management has also filed the affidavit of Shri Rounak 
Ram, their Assistant Administrative Offloer in support of 
their claim beside that of Shri Tej Ram, Assistant 
Administrative Officer. 

. It is on record that before the proceedings of the 
case could advance the Management filed an application 
for permission to amend their Written Statement. They also 
filed affidavit of Shri R.C. Meena, Senior Administrative 
Officer in support of their claim. The workman appeared as 
a witness whereas the Management examined S/Shri Tej 
Ram and R.C. Meena as their witnesses. At the request of 
the management they were allowed to amend their Written 
Petition and incorporate the plea that since the Management 
is not an Industry, the present reference is not maintainable 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to adjudicate upon 
the said reference. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined service 
with the Management on daily wages basis in the year 
1983 and he served them upto 31st Dec., 1990. The 
Management, all of a sudden refused the employment to 
the workman on 1st January, 1991; that he had joined the 
service with the Management on being sponsored by the 
employment exchange. He was, however, paid small amount 
as daiiy wages although he performed the same job, which 
permanent Class IV employee of the Management 
performed as Peon, Beldar and Chowkidar. He repeatedly 
represented for, being regularized in service. Though he 
was interviewed, but was not adjusted on regular basis. He 
had served the Management for 240 days in more than one 
year especially it\ the year 1988-89 and 19,90. Before 
terminating the services, the Management neither gave 
him the notice nor conveyed the reasons to terminate his 
services; that the workman along with co-workers 
approached the CAT, but since there was a question of 
disputed facts, therefore, he withdrew the petition, The 
workman claims the relief on the ground that the 
Management being a limb of Indian Council of Agriculture 
Research is an Industry and the workman having served 
them for 240 days in a year deserves his regularization and 
could not be terminated without following the provisions 
of I.D. Act, 1947 to be called “Act” in short, The 
Management acted in an arbitrary manner with colorable 
exercise of their powers and favoritism in selecting those 
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who were related to the officers of the Management, 
ignoring the claim of those who had joined the service 
through the Employment Exchange. Rebutting the claim of 
the Management in anticipation, it is further stated by him 
that the instructions of Government of India, to get the 
work done through the contractor, were not applicable to 
the w orkman since the same were effective from 1 st April, 

1988 and since the workman had served the Management 
for 240 days, therefore, the termination of his services was 
violative of the provisions of the Act. He has further claimed 
that during the conciliation proceedings the Management 
maintained a stubborn attitude and did not offer an 
employment to the workman stating that they get work 
done through the contractor, therefore, no work was 
available for which the workman can be engaged. 

The Management in their reply has claimed that from 
1st April, 1988, the Management had introduced a 
contractual system for getting the work done and obtained 
certificate of registration, therefore, there was no question 
of engaging the workman for any labour work. They have 
further claimed that the petition is time barred having no 
cause of action or locus standi. It is also claimed by them 
that the workman is estopped, by his own conduct, to 
prosecute the present petition. It is also claimed that the 
Management is not an Industry, therefore, also the reference 
is bad and this Tribunal does not possess the jurisdiction 
to decide the issue. 

On merits it is stated by them that the workman had 
never w orked for the Management after 1 st January, 1988. 
The Management has destroyed the muster rolls/ 
attendance rolls pertaining to the earlier period as a follow 
up the decision taken by the committee on 31st Dec., 1986. 

It was the contractor who enjoyed control over his labour 
and the Management did not have any direct concern with 
them. Relying upon the judgement of Punjab and Haryana 
High Court, in the case of National Fertilizer Ltd. Vs. 
Presiding Officer and others, reported as 1990(3) Recent 
Judgement, 276, it is claimed by the Management that, so 
as to declare a workman as the employee of the Management 
the Tribunal should apply the test of whether the worker 
engaged produced goods or services and the services were 
so required for carrying on the business; and whether the 
Management had economic control over the workers; that 
the workman was not the employee of the Management so 
is not entitled to any relief; that the Management though 
. an autonomous body, but followed the rules of Government 
of India and they were bound by the same so as to make 
appointments. It is on record that the workman was called 
for an interview, but was not selected having not come 
within the criteria fixed; They denied that the workman had 
serv ed in the year 1989 and 1990 for 240 days. They further 
denied that they had terminated the services of the 
workman. Since the work had been allotted to the 
contractors, so it was his duty to engage the labour. They 
further denied that the Management had ever asked the 


workman on 1st January, 1991 that they have no work for 
him nor they employed any other workman after 1 st April, 
1988. They have further denied that they had terminated 
the services of the workman or had employed workmen 
after 1st April, 1988. They further denied the other 
contentions of the workman and submitted that the claim 
of the workman may be dismissed with costs. 

In his replication the workman did not raise any ne\v‘ 
claim. He claimed that the workman was working with the 
Management till the introduction of contractual system 
and by then he had put in more than 240 days service, 
therefore, his services could not be terminated. He denied 
that he was a valid contractor or had worked under the 
contractor till his termination. He was rather getting salary 
from the Management and no contractor intervened in their 
relationship. Claiming that the along with other retrenched 
workers had approached the CAT through an original 
application he stated that he same was withdrawn later on. 
The workman had vigorously followed his case so there 
was no question of his claim having been barred by his 
limitation. He further disputed the application of principle 
of estoppel against him and stated that the workman had 
served the Management during his youth and now thev 
cannot ignore that fact. He claimed that he had been 
engaged through employment exchange and the 
Management has to explain as to how they continued taking 
service from him along with others, till 31 st Dec., 1990. He 
disputed the claim of the Management that they did not 
possess the muster rolls from the year 1987 to 1990. As per 
their own saying they had destroyed the record only for 
the period upto 1986. The fact that the Management has 
failed to disclose the name of the contractor who had 
worked for them. He has further claimed that in view of the 
judgement of Honble Supreme Court reported as 1992(4) 
SLR 770 with title State of Haryana Vs. Piara Singh and 
others, the workman had the right of consideration for 
regularization, having served the Management for a long 
time. T>e Management, therefore, violated the provisions 
of the Act and disengaged the services of those who had 
served the Management for 18 years and above. He further 
claimed that he was entitled to know the reasons for his 
disengagement; and that the Management has the posts 
of Chowkidars, Peons, Sweepers and etc. in Class IV 
category and the workman is ready to work on any other 
post. , 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the counsel for the parties. 

The Management has raised a number of preliminary 
objections to the maintainability of the reference. It is their 
claim that the claim made is barred by limitation; that the 
workman has no cause of action to maintain the same, that 
the workman is estopped to raise the claim by his own 
conduct; that workman has no locus standi to file the 
present claim. They have further claimed that since there 
existed no relationship of employer and employee between 
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the parties and the management had introduced the 
contractual system w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988, therefore, the 
dispute is not maintainable. The last preliminary objection 
raised by them is that the Management is not an industry 
since it carries on the activity of research in a systematic 
manner. It is not engaged in the work of trade and business 
nor it is engaged in the production or distribution of 
services to satisfy the human wants and wishes. According 
tojfiem they are engaged in the research work so are not 
an industry'. 

I have considered the preliminary objections raised. 
After going through the record of the file I feel that the 
Management has not seriously contested the preliminary 
objections. They have not produced any evidence to show 
that the claim of the workman is barred by limitation or he 
has no cause of action to maintain the reference. To me the 
preliminary objections are misplaced as the Tribunal is 
adjudicating upon this reference as is desired by the 
Appropriate Government and not on the asking of the 
workman. Whether there existed the relationship of 
employee and employer between the parties or whether 
the workman has the cause of action to maintain his claim, 
are the questions which are interwoven with the question 
of termination of services of the workman. So shall get 
decided automatically by the answer to the reference. 

As regards the question, whether the Management 
is an industry' or not, I feel the plea taken by the Management 
is without any merit. The answer to the plea of the 
Management is contained in the famous judgement of 
Hon ble Supreme Court of India in the case “Bangalore 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board Vs. A. Rajappa reported 
as 1978 Lab IC 7787' The seven judges bench ruled that 
“Industry” means an establishment where there is a 
(i) systematic activity, (ii) organized by the co-operation 
between employer and employee, (iii) for production and/ 
or distribution of goods and services calculated to satisfy 
human wants and wishes. Absence of profit motive or 
gainful objective is irrelevant, be the venture in public, 
joint, private or other sector. The true focus is functional 
and the decisive test is the nature of the activity with special 
emphasis on the employer-employee relations. According 
to their Lordships Professions, clubs, educational 
institutions, cooperatives, research institutes, charitable 
projects and other kindred adv entures, if fulfilled the triple 
tests cannot be exempted from the scope of ’Industry’. 
Applying these tests it car not be said that the Management 
is not an industry. In their ow.. pleadings the Management 
admitted that they were engaged in research work and that 
(hey followed their pursuit with the help of Research 
scholars and the labourers. Their stand that they are not 
engaged in commercial activity is of no consequence, in 
i he face of the Judgement referred to above. The preliminaiy 
objections raised by the Management are, therefore, of no 
merit and are rejected. 


The question which now requires consideration is 
whether the Management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal had terminated the services of Shri Inder 
Singh, casual worker w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988 and if so 
whether their action was legal and justified. If not what 
relief the workman is entitled to and from what date. The 
Management in reply to the claim of the workman stated 
that the workman had not worked with the Management 
after 1st of January, 1988 and after 1st of April, 1988 the 
labour work used to be given to different contractors. They 
made evasive reply to the claim of the workman that he had 
continuously worked for the Management upto 31st of 
Dec., 1990. They only claimed that the workman had not 
worked for them after 1st of January, 1988. What about the 
earlier period till 31st of Dec. ,1987. The workman produced 
Shri Tej Ram, Assistant Administrative Officer of the 
Management as his witness who produced the muster roll 
and other record and stated that as per record the workman 
had worked for the Management on days as shown in 
statement exhibit W1. As per this document the workman 
had served the Management upto March, 1988. Counting 
backward he worked for the Management 25 days in March, 
1988; 22 days in Feb., 1988; 25 days in January, 1988; 27 
days in December, 1987; 19 days in September, 1987; August 
1987; July, 1987; 6 days in May, 1987; 26 days in April, 1987 
i.e. for 201 days in total. The workman has not produced 
any evidence to belie this claim of the Management and to 
prove that he had served the Management for 240 days in 
12 months preceding the date of termination of his services 
on 1 st April, 1988 as is claimed by him in his pleadings. The 
workman has thus failed to show that he was entitled to 
the protection as envisaged by Section 25-F of the Act. 

Mr. R.C. Meena who appeared as witness for the 
Management in his statement admitted that the workman 
was not given notice before changing his service 
conditions. The Management made evasive reply to the 
claim of the workman that before terminating his services 
the Management had not given him notice showing the 
reasons for terminating his services. There is also no 
evidence on record to show that the Management had 
paid retrenchment compensation to the workman before 
terminating his services or had paid the wages for the notice 
period. The Management, therefore, did not comply with 
the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act but they were not 
supposed to comply with the same for the reason that the 
workman had not worked for the Management for 240 
days before the termination of his services w.e.f. 1 st April, 
1988. The disengagement of the workman was, therefore, 
legal and justified. The workman is entitled to no relief. The 
reference is answered against him. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3113. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1089/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. n, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
i n the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/96/93-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRffiUNALOJM-LABOUR COURTH, 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
CaseLD. No. 1089/2005 
Registered on: 21-9-2005 
Date of Decision : 14-7-2007 

Sint. Bimla W/o Daya Ram. 

R/o Saidpura, 

District Kamal ...Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, 

CSSRI, Kamal ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri R.P. Rana, Advocate 
For the Management : Shri R.K. Sharma, Advocate 
AWARD 

Vide their order No. L-42012/96/93-IR (DU) dated 
24th August, 1994, Ministry of Labour, Government of India 


referred the following dispute for the adjudication of this 
Tribunal: ■ 

“Whether the action of the Management of Central 
Soil Salinity Research Institute, Kamal in terminating 
the services of Smt. Bimla, Casual Worker w.e.f. 
1st April, 1988 is legal and justified ? If not, what 
relief he is entitled to and from what date ?” 

The notice of the reference was given t6 the parties 
who appeared through their counsel and filed their 
respective claims in the form of Claim Statement, reply to 
the Claim Statement, replication, the workman’s affidavit. 
The management has also filed the affidavit of Shri Rounak 
Ram, their Assistant Administrative Officer in support of 
their claim beside that of Shri Tej Ram, Assistant 
Administrative Officer. 

It is on record that before the proceedings of the 
case could advance the Management filed an application 
for permission to amend their Written Statement. They also 
filed affidavit of Shri R.C. Meena, Senior Administrative 
Officer in support of their claim. The workman appeared as 
a witness whereas the Management examined S/Shri Tej 
Ram and R.C. Meena as their witnesses. At the request of 
the management they were allowed to amend their Written 
Petition and incorporate the plea that since the Management 
is not an Industry, the present reference is not maintainable 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to adjudicate upon 
the said reference. 

The claim of the workman is that she had joined 
service with the Management on daily wages basis in the 
year 1972/1986 and she served them upon 31st Dec., 1990. 
The Management, all of a sudden refused the employment 
to the workman on 1 st January, 1991; that he had joined the 
service with the Management on being sponsored by the 
employment exchange. She was, however, paid small 
amount as daily wages although she performed the same 
job, which permanent Class IV employee of the 
Management performed as Peon, Beldar and Chowkiidar. 
He repeatedly represented for being regularized in service. 
Though she was interviewed, but was not adjusted on 
regular basis. She had served the Management for 240 
days in more than one year especially in the year 1988-89 
and 1990. Before terminating the services, the Management 
neither gave her the notice nor conveyed the reasons to 
terminate her services; that the workman along with co- 
workers approached the CAT, but since there was a 
question of disputed facts, therefore, she withdrew the 
petition. The workman claims the relief on the ground that 
the Management being a limb of Indian Council of 
Agriculture Research is an Industry and the workman 
having served them for 240 days in a year deserves his 
regularization and could not be terminated without following 
the provisions of ID. Act, 1947 to be called “Act” in short. 
The Management acted in an arbitrary manner with 
colorable exercise of their powers and favouritism m 
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selecting those who were related to the officers of the 
Management, ignoring the claim of those who had joined 
the service through the Employment Exchange. Rebutting 
the claim of the Management in anticipation, it is further 
stated by him that the instructions of Government of India, 
to get the work done though the contractor, were not 
applicable to the workman since the same were effective 
from 1st April, 1988 and since the workman had served the 
management for 240 days, therefore, the termination of his 
sendees was violative of the Provisions of the Act. He has 
further claimed that during the conciliation proceedings 
the Management maintained a stubborn attitude and did 
not offer an employment to the workman stating that they 
get work done through the contractor, therefore, no work 
was available for which the workman can be engaged. 

The Management in their reply has claimed that from 
1st April, 1988, the Management had introduced a 
contractual system for gening the work done and obtained 
certificate of registration, therefore, there was no question 
of engaging the workman for any labour work. They have 
further claimed that the petition is time barred having no 
cause of action or locus standi. It is also claimed by them 
that the workman is estopped, by her own conduct, to 
prosecute the present petition. It is also claimed that the 
management is not an Industry, therefore, also the reference 
is bad and this Tribunal does not possess the jurisdiction 
to decide the issue. 

On merits it is stated by them that the workman had 
never worked for the management after 1st January, 1988. 
The Management has destroyed the muster rolls/ 
attendance rolls pertaining to the earlier period as a follow 
up the decision taken by the committee on 31st Dec., 1986. 
It was the contractor who enjoyed control over his labour 
and the Management did not have any direct concern with 
them. Relying upon the judgement of Punjab and Haryana 
High Court, in the case of National Fertilizer Ltd. Vs. 
Presiding Officer and Others, reported as 1990(3) Recent 
Judgements, 276, it is claimed by the Management that, so 
as to declare a workman as the employee of the Management 
the Tribunal should apply the test of whether the worker 
engaged produced goods or services and the services were 
so required for carrying on the business; and whether the 
Management had economic control over the workers; that 
tire workman was not the employee of the Management so 
is not entitled to any relief; that the Management though 
an autonomous body, but followed the rules of Government 
of India and they were bound by the same so as to make 
appointments. It is on record that the workman was called 
for an interview, but was not selected having not come 
within the criteria fixed. They denied that the workman had 
served in the year 1989 and 1990 for 240 days. They further 
denied that they had terminated the services of the 
workman. Since the work had been allotted to the 
contractors, so it was his duty to engage the labour. They 
further denied that the Management had ever asked the 


workman on 1 st January, 1991 that mey have no work for 
him nor they employed any other workman after 1st April, 
1988. They have further denied that they had terminated 
the services of the workman or had employed workmen 
after 1st April, 1988. They further denied the other 
contentions of the workman and submitted that the claim 
of the workman may be dismissed with costs. 

In his replication the workman did not raise any new' 
claim. He claimed that the workman was working with the 
Management till the introduction of contractual system 
and by then he had put in more than 240 days service, 
therefore, her services could not be terminated. She denied 
that he was a valid contractor or had worked under the 
contractor till his termination. He rather getting salary from 
the Management and no contractor intervened in their 
relationship. Claiming that the along with other retrenched 
workers had approached the CAT through an original 
application she stated that the same was withdrawn later 
on. The workman had vigorously followed his case so there 
was no question of his claim having been barred by his 
limitation. She further disputed the application of principle 
of estoppel against him and stated that the workman had 
served the Management during his youth and now they 
cannot ignore that fact. She claimed that she had been 
engaged through employment exchange and the 
Management has to explain as to how they continued taking 
service from her along with others, till 31st Dec., 1990. She 
disputed the claim of the Management that they did not 
possess the muster rolls from the year 1987 to 1990. As per 
their own saying they had destroyed the record only for 
the period up to 1986. The fact that the Management has 
failed to disclose the name of the contractor w'ho had 
worked for them. She has further claimed that in view of the 
judgement of Hon’ble Supreme Court reported as 1992(4) 
SLR 770 with title State of Haryana Vs. Piara Singh and 
Others, the workman had the right of consideration for 
regularization, having serv ed the Management for a long 
time. The Management, therefore, violated the provisions 
of the Act and disengaged the sendees of those who had 
served the Management for 18 years and above. She further 
claimed that she was entitled to know the reasons for his 
disengagement; and that the Management has the posts 
of chowkidars, Peons, Sweepers and etc. in Class IV 
category and the workman is ready to work on any other 
post.. 

1 have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the counsel for the parties. 

The Management has raised a number of preliminary 
objections to the maintainability reference. It is their claim 
that the claim made is barred by limitation; that the 
workman has no cause of action to maintain the same; that 
the workman is estopped to raise the claim by his own 
conduct; that workman has no locus standi to file the 
present claim. They have further claimed that since there 
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existed no relationship of employer and employee between 
the parties and the management had introduced the 
contractual system w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988, therefore, the 
dispute is not maintainable. The last preliminary objection 
raised by them is that the Management is not an industry 
since it carries on the activity of research in a systematic 
manner. It is not engaged in the woik of trade and business 
nor it is engaged in the production or distribution of 
services to satisfy the human wants and wishes. According 
to them they are engaged in the research work so are not 
an industry. 

I have consideretfthe preliminary objections raised. 
After going through the record of the file I feel that the 
Management has not seriously contested the preliminary 
objections. They have not produced any evidence to show 
that the claim of the workman is barred by limitation or he 
has no cause of action to maintain the reference. To me the 
preliminary objections are misplaced as the Tribunal is 
adjudicating upon this reference as is desired by the 
Appropriate Government and not on the asking of the 
workman. Whether there existed the relationship of 
employee and employer between the parties or whether 
the workman has the cause of action to maintain his claim, 
are the questions which are interwoven with the question 
of termination of services of the workman. So shall get 
decided automatically by the answer to the reference. 

As regards the question, whether the Management 
is an industry or not, I feel the plea taken by the Management 
is without any merit. The answer to the plea of the 
Management is contained in the famous judgement of 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the case “Bangalore 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board Vs; A. Rajappa reported 
as 1978 Lab IC 778”. The seven judges bench ruled that 
“Industry” means an establishment where there is a 
(i) systematic activity, (ii) organized by the co-operation 
between employer and employee, (iii) for production and/ 
or distribution of goods and services calculated to satisfy 
human wants and wishes. Absence of profit motive or 
gainful objective is irrelevant, be the venture in public, 
joint, private or other sector. The true focus is functional 
and the decisive test is the nature of the activity with special 
emphasis on the employer-employee relations. According 
to their Lordships Professions, clubs, education 
institutions, co-operatives, research institutes, charitable 
projects and other kindred adventures, if fulfilled the triple 
tests cannot be exempted from the scope of ‘Industry’. 
Applying these tests it cannot be said that the Management 
is not an industry. In their own pleadings the Management 
admitted that they were engaged in research work and that 
they followed their pursuit with the help of Research 
scholars and the labourers. Their stand that they are not 
engaged in commercial activity is of no consequence, in 
the face of the Judgement referred to above. The preliminary 
objections raised by the Management are, therefore, of no 
merit and are rejected. 


The question which now requires consideration is 
whether the Management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Karaal had terminated the services of Smt. Bimla, 
casual worker w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988 and if so whether 
their action was legal and justified. If not what relief the 
workman is entitled to and from what date. The 
Management in reply to the claim of the workman stated 
that the workman had not worked with the Management 
after 1st of January, 1988 and after 1st of April, 1988 the 
labour work used to be given to different contractors. They 
made evasive reply to the claim of the work man that he had 
continuously worked for the Management upto 31st of 
Dec., 1990. They only claimed that the workman had not 
worked for them after 1st of January, 1988. What about the 
earlier period till 31st of Dec., 1987. The workman produced 
Shri Tej Ram, Assistant Administrative Officer of the 
Management as his witness who produced the muster roll 
and other record and stated that as per record the workman 
had worked for the Management on days as shown in 
statement exhibit W1. As per this document the workman 
had served the Management on any day during 12 months 
preceding 31st March, 1988. The workman has not 
produced any evidence to belie this claim of the 
Management and to prove .that she had served the 
Management for 240 days in 12 months preceding the date 
of termination of her services on 1 st April, 1988 as is claimed 
by him in his pleadings. The workman has thus failed to 
show that she was entitled to the protection as envisaged 
by Section 25-F of the Act. 

Mr. R.C. Meena who* appeared as witness for the 
Management in his statement admitted that the workman 
was not given notice before changing his service 
conditions. The Management made evasive reply to the 
claim of the workman that before terminating his services 
the Management had not given her notice showing the 
reasons for terminating her services. There is also no 
evidence on record to show that the Management had 
paid retrenchment compensation to the workman before 
terminating her services or had paid the wages for the notice 
period. The Management, therefore, did not comply with 
the provisions of section 25-F of the Act but they were not 
supposed to comply with the same for the reason thht the 
workman had not worked for the Management for 240 
days before the termination of her services w.e.f. 1 st April, 
1988. The disengagement of the workman was, therefore, 
legal and justified. The workman is entitled to no relief. The 
reference is answered against her. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th September., 12007 

S.O. 3114. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947 ), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1095/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in t he Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employm in relation 
to the management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal and their woikman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 27-09-2007. 

[No. L-42012/88/93-ER (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, CHssk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT-H. 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
Case L D. No. 1095/2005 
Registered on: 21-09-2005 
Date of Decision : 14-07--2007 

Ram Parshad 
S/o Shri Jai Lai Ram 

C/o CSSRI, Kamal ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, 

CSSRI, Kamal ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Shri R. P. B lana, Advocate 

For the Management Shri RK. S harma. Advocate 

AWARD 

Vide their Order No. L-42012/8 8/93-IR(DU) dated 
4th Nov., 1994, Ministry of Labour, G ovemment of India 


referred the following dispute for the adjudication of this 
Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the Management of Central 
Soil Salinity Research Institute, Karnal in 
terminating the services of Shri Ram Parshad, Casual 
Worker w.e.f. 1st April, 1988 is legal and justified? If 
not what relief he is entitled to and from what date?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their counsel and filed their 
respective claims in the form of Claim Statement, reply to 
the Claim Statement, replication, the workman's affidavit. 
The management has also filed the affidavit of Shri Rounak 
Ram, their Assistant Administrative Officer in support of 
their claim besides that of Shri Tej Ram, Assistant 
Administrative Officer. 

It is on record that before the proceedings of the 
case could advance the Management filed an application 
for permission to amend their Written Statement. They also 
filed affidavit of Shri R. C. Meena, Senior Administrative 
Officer in support of their claim. The workman appeared as 
a witness whereas the Management examined S/Shri Tej 
Ram and R. C. Meena as their witnesses. At the request of 
the management they were allowed to amend their Written 
Petition and incorporate the plea that since the Management 
is notan Industry, the present reference is not maintainable 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to adjudicate upon 
the said reference. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined 
service with the management on daily wages basis in the 
year 1982 and he served them upto 31st Dec., 1990. The 
management all, of a sudden refused the employment to 
the workman on 1st January, 1991; that he had joined the 
service with the Management on being sponsored by the 
employment exchange. He was, however, paid small amount 
as daily wages although he performed the same job, which 
permanent Class IV employee of the management performed 
as Peon, Beldar and Chowkidar. He repeatedly represented 
for being regularized in service. Though he was 
interviewed, but was not adjusted on regular basis. He had 
served the Management for 240 days in more than one 
year especially in the year 1988-89 and 1990. Before 
terminating the services, the Management neither gave 
him the notice nor conveyed the reasons to terminate his 
services; that the workman along with co-workers 
approached the CAT, but since there was a question of 
disputed facts, therefore, he withdrew the petition. The 
workman claims the relief on the ground that the 
Management being a limb of India Council of Agriculture 
Research is an Industiy and the workman having served 
them for 240 days in a year deserves his regularization and 
could not be terminated without following the provisions 
of I. D. Act, 1947 to be called “Act” in short. The 
Management acted in an arbitrary manner with colorable 
exercise of their powers and favouritism in selecting those 
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who were related to the officers of the Management, 
ignoring the claim of those who had joined the service 
through the Employment Exchange. Rebutting the claim of 
the management in anticipation, it is further stated by him 
that the instructions of Government of India, to get the 
work done through the contractor, were not applicable to 
the workman since the same were effective from 1st April, 

1988 and since the workman had served the management 
for 240 days, therefore, the termination of his services was 
violative of the Provisions of the Act He has further claimed 
that during the conciliation proceedings the management 
maintained a stubborn attitude and did not offer an 
employment to the workman stating that they get work 
done through the contractor, therefore, no work was 
available for which the workman can be engaged. 

The Management in their reply has claimed that from 
1st April, 1988, the Management had introduced a 
contractual system for getting the work done and obtained 
certificate of registration, therefore, there was no question 
of engaging the workman for any labour work. They have 
further claimed that the petition is time barred having no 
cause of action or locus standi. It is also claimed by them j 
that the workman is estopped, by his own conduct, to 
prosecute the present petition. It is also claimed that the 
management is not an Industry, therefore, also the reference 
is bad and this Tribunal does not possess the jurisdiction 
to decide the issue. 

On merits it is stated by them that the workman had 
never worked for the management after 1 st January, 1988. 
The Management has destroyed the muster rolls/ 
attendance rolls pertaining to the earlier period as a follow 
up the decision taken by the committee on 31st Dec., 1986. 
It was the contractor who enjoyed control over his labour 
and the management did not have any direct concern with 
them. Relying upon the judgement of Punjab and Haryana 
High Court, in the case of National Fertilizer Ltd. Vs. 
Presiding Officer and others, reported as 1990(3) Recent 
Judgements, 276, it is claimed by the Management that, so 
as to declare a workman as the employee of the Management 
the Tribunal should apply the test of whether the worker 
engaged produced goods or services and the services were 
so required for carrying on the business; and whether the 
Management had economic control over the workers; that 
the workman was not the employee of the Management so 
is not entitled to any relief; that the Management though 
an autonomous body, but followed the rules of Government 
of India and they were bound by the same so as to make 
appointments. It is on record that the workman was called 
for an interview, but was not selected having not come 
within the criteria fixed. They denied that the workman had 
served in the year 1989 and 1990 for240days. Theyfurther 
denied that they had terminated the services of the 
workman. Since the work had been allotted to the 
contractors, so it was his duty to engage the labour. They 
further denied that the management had ever asked the 


workman on 1st January, 1991 that they have no work for 
him nor they employed any other workman after 1st April, 
1988. They have Anther denied that they had terminated 
the services of the workman or had employed workmen 
after 1st April, 1988. They further denied the other 
contentions of the workman and submitted that the claim 
of the workman may be dismissed with costs. 

In his replication the workman did not raise ary new 
claim. He claimed that the workman was working with the 
Management till the introduction, of -contractual system 
and by then he had put in more tthan 240 days service, 
therefore, his services could not be terminated. He denied 
that he was a valid contractor or had worked under the 
contractor till his termination. He was rather getting salary 
from the Management and no contractor intervened in their 
relationship. Claiming that he along with other retrenched 
workers had approached the CAT through an original 
application he stated that the same was withdrawn later 
on. The workman had vigorously followed his case so there 
was no question of his claim having been barred by his 
limitation. He further disputed the application of principle 
of estoppel against him and stated that the workman had 
served the management during his youth and now they 
cannot ignore that fact. He claimed that he had been 
engaged through employment exchange and the 
management has to explain as to how they continued taking 
service from him along with others, till 31st Dec., 1990. He 
disputed the claim of the Management that they did not 
possess the muster rolls from the year 1987 to 1990. As per 
their own saying they had destroyed the record only for 
the period upto 1986. The fact that the Management has 
failed to disclose the name of the contractor who had 
worked for them. He has further claimed that in view of the 
judgement ofHonble Supreme Court reported as 1992(4) 
SLR 770 with title State of Haryana Vs. Piara Singh and 
others, the workman had the right of consideration for 
regularization, having served the management for a long 
time. The Management, therefore, violated the provisions 
of the Act and disengaged the services of those who had 
served the Management for 18 years and above. He further 
claimed that he was entitled to know the reasons for his 
disengagement; and that the Management has the posts 
of Chowkidars, Peons, Sweepers and etc. in Class IV 
category and the workman is ready to work on any other 
post. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the counsel for the parties. 

The Management has raised a number of preliminary 
objections to the maintainability of the reference. It is their 
claim that the claim made is barred by limitation; that the 
workman has no cause of action to maintain the same; that 
the workman is estopped to raise the claim by his own 
conduct; that workman has no locus standi to file the 
present claim. They have further claimed that since there 
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existed no relationship of employer and employee between 
the parties and the management had introduced the 
contractual system w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988, therefore, the 
dispute is not maintainable. The last preliminary objection 
raised by them is that the Management is not an industry 
since it carries on the activity of research in a systematic 
manner. It is not engaged in the work of trade and business 
nor it is engaged in the production or distribution of 
services to satisfy the human wants and wishes. According 
to them they are engaged in the research work so are not 
an industry. 

I have considered the preliminary objections raised. 
After going through the record of the file 1 feel that the 
Management has not seriously contested the preliminary 
objections. They have not produced any evidence to show 
that the claim of the workman is barred by limitation or he 
has no cause of action to maintain the reference. To me the 
preliminary objections are misplaced as a Tribunal is 
adjudicating upon this reference as is desired by the 
Appropriate Government and not on the asking of the 
workman. Whether there existed the relationship of 
employee and employer between the parties or whether 
the workman has the cause of action to maintain his claim, 
are the questions which are interwoven with the question 
of termination of services of the workman. So shall get 
decided automatically by the answer to the reference. 

As regards the question, whether the Management 
is an industry or not, I feel the plea taken by the Management 
is without any merit. The answer to the plea of the 
Management is contained in the famous judgement of 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the case “Bangalore 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board Vs. A. Rajappa 
reported as 1978 Lab IC 778”. The seven judges bench 
mled that “Industry” means an establishment where there 
is a (i) systematic activity; (ii) organized by the co-operation 
between employer and employee, (iii) for production and/ 
or distribution of goods and services calculated to satisfy 
human wants and wishes. Absence of profit motive or 
gainful objective is irrelevant, be the venture in public, 
joint, private or other sector. The true focus is functional 
and the decisive test is the nature of the activity with special 
emphasis on the employer-employee relations. According 
to their Lordships Professions, clubs, education 
institutions, co-operatives, research institutes, charitable 
projects and other kindred adventures, if fulfilled the triple 
tests cannot be exempted from the scope of ‘Industry'. 
Applying these tests it cannot be said that the Management 
is not an industry. In their own pleadings the Management 
admitted that they were engaged in research w ork and that 
they followed their pursuit with the help of Research 
scholars and the labourers. Their stand that they are not 
engaged in commercial activity is of no consequence, in 
the face of the Judgement referred to above. The preliminary 
objections raised by the Management are therefore, of no 
merit and are rejected. 


The question which now requires consideration is 
whether the Management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal had terminated the services of Shri Ram 
Parshad, casual worker w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988 and if so 
whether their action was legal and justified. If not what 
relief the workman is entitled to and from what date The 
Management in reply to the claim of the workman stated 
that the workman had not worked with the Management 
after 1st of January, 1988 and after 1st of April, 1988 the 
labour work used to be given to different contractors. They 
made evasive reply to the claim of the workman that he had 
continuously worked for the Management upto 31st of 
Dec., 1990. They only claimed that the workman had not 
worked for them after 1st of January, 1988. What about the 
earlier period till 31st of Dec., 1987. The workman produced 
Shri Tej Ram, Assistant Administrative Officer of the 
Management as his witness who produced the Muster roll 
and other record and stated that as per record the workman 
had worked for the Management on days as shown in 
statement exhibit W1. As per this document the workman 
had served the Management upto March, 1988. Counting 
backward he worked for the Management 23 days in March, 
1988; 24 daysinFeb., 1988; 17 days in January, 1988; 1 in 
Dec., 1987; 21 days in January, 1987; 22 days in Oct., 1987; 
I 6 V 2 days in Sept., 1987; 19 days in July, 1987; 9 days in 
June, i.e. for 175 days in total. The workman has not 
produced any evidence to belie this claim -of the 
Management and to prove that he had served the 
Management for 240 days 12 months preceding the date of 
termination of his services on 1st April, 1988 as is claimed 
by him in his pleadings. The workman has thus failed to 
show that he was entitled to the protection as envisaged 
by Section 25-F of the Act. 

Mr. R. C. Meena who appeared as witness for the 
Management in his statement admitted that the workman 
was not given notice before changing his service 
conditions. The Management rhade evasive reply to the 
claim of the workman that before terminating his services 
the Management had not given him notice showing the 
reasons for terminating his services. There is also no 
evidence on record to show that the Management had 
paid retrenchment compensation to the workman before 
terminating his services or had paid the wages for the notice 
period. The Management therefore, did not comply with 
the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act but they were 
not supposed to comply with the same for the reason that 
the workman had not worked for the Management for 240 
days before the termination of his services w.e.f. 1 st April, 
1988. The disengagement of the workman was, therefore, 
legal and justified. The workman is entitled to no relief. The 
reference is answered against him. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3115.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1084/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 27-09-2007. 

[No. L42012/52/93-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT-H CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case LD. No. 1084/2005 

Registered on: 21-09-2005 

Date of Decision : 14-07-2007 

Ishwar Singh ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, 

CSSRI, Kamal ...Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Shri R. P. Rana, Advocate 

For the Management : Shri R K. Sharma, Advocate 
AWARD 

Vide their Order No. L-42012/52/93-IR(DU) dated 
12/17th August, 1994, Ministry of Labour, Government of 
India referred the following dispute for the adjudication of 
this Tribunal :— 

“Whether the action of the Management of Central 
Soil Salinity Research Institute, Kamal in 


terminating the services of Shri Ishwar Singh, Casual 

Worker w.e.f. 1st April, 1988 is legal and justified? If 

not what relief he is entitled to and from what date?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their counsel and filed their 
respective claim in the form of Claim Statement, reply to 
the Claim Statement, replication, affidavits, the workman 
filed his affidavit and the Management filed the affidavit of 
Shri Rounak Ram, their Assistant Administrative Officer in 
support of the claims. 

It is on record that before the proceedings of the 
case could advance the Management filed an application 
for permission to amend their Written Statement. They also 
filed affidavit of Shri R. C. Meena, Senior Administrative 
Officer in support of their claim. The workman appeared as 
a witness whereas the Management examined S/Shri Tej 
Ram and R. C. Meena as their witnesses. At the request of 
the Management they were allowed to amend their Written 
Petition and permitted to incorporate the plea that since 
the Management is not an Industry, the present reference 
is not maintainable and that this Tribunal has no jurisdiction 
to adjudicate upon the said reference. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined 
service with the Management on daily wages basis in the 
year 1986 and he served them upto 31st Dec., 1990. The 
Management, all of a sudden refused the employment to 
the workman on 1st January, 1991; that the workman had 
joined the service with the Management on being 
sponsored by the employment exchange. He was, however, 
paid small amount as daily wages although he performed 
the same job which permanent Class IV employees of the 
Management performed as Peon, Beldar and Chowkidar. 
He repeatedly represented for being regularized in service. 
Though he was interviewed but was not adjusted on regular 
basis. He had served the Management for 240 days in more 
than one year especially in the year 1988-89 and 1990. Before 
terminating his services, the Management neither gave him 
the notice nor conveyed the reasons to terminate his 
services; that the workman along with co-workers 
approached the CAT, but since there .was a question of 
disputed facts, therefore, he withdrew the petition. The 
workman claims the relief on the ground that the 
Management being a limb of Indian Council of Agriculture 
Research, is an Industry and the workman having served 
them for 240 days in a year deserves his regularization 
and could not be terminated without following the 
provisions of I. D. Act, 1947 to be called “Act” in short. 
The Management acted in an arbitrary manner with 
colorable exercise and favouritism in selecting those who 
related to the officers of the Management, ignoring the 
claim of those who had joined the service through the 
Employment Exchange. Rebutting the claim of the 
Management, in anticipation, it is further stated by him 
that the instructions of Government of India, to get the 
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w ork through the contractor, were not applicable to the 
workman since the same were effective from 1st April, 1988. 
Since the workman had served the Management for 240 
days by then, therefore, the termination of his services 
was violative of the provisions of the Act. Claiming that 
he had put in 221 days service from 1st April, 198^ to 31st 
March. 1988 besides weekly or other holidays and if 
calculated he serv ed the Management for 240 days during 
that period. He has further claimed that during the 
conciliation proceedings the Management maintained a 
stubborn attitude and did not offer an employment stating 
that they are getting the work done through the contractor, 
therefore, no work was available, for which the workman 
could engaged. 

The Management in their reply has claimed that 
from 1st April, 1988, the Management introduced a 
contractual system for getting the work done and obtained 
certificate of registration, therefore, there was no question 
of engaging the workman for any labour work. .They have 
further claimed that the petition is time barred having no 
cause of action or locus standi . It is also claimed by them 
that the workman is estopped, by his own conduct, to 
prosecute the present petition. It is also claimed that the 
Management is not an Industry, therefore, also the reference 
is bad and this Tribunal does not possess the jurisdiction 
to decide the issue. 

On merits it is stated by them that the workman had 
never worked for tire Management after 1st January, 1988. 
That the Management had destroyed the muster rolls/ 
attendance rolls, pertaining to the earlier period as a follow 
up of the decision, taken by the committee on 31st Dec., 

1986; that it was the contractor who enjoyed control over 
his labour and the Management did not have any direct 
concern with them. Relying upon the judgement of Punjab 
and Haryana High Court in the case of National Fertilizer 
Ltd. Vs. Presiding Officer and others, reported as 1990(3) 
Recent Judgements 276, it is claimed by the Management 
that so as to declare a workman, the employee of the 
Management, the Tribunal should apply the test of whether 
the worker engaged produced goods or service and the 
services were so required for carrying on the business and 
whether the Management had economic control over the 
workers; that the workman was not the employee of the 
Management so not entitled to any relief; that the 
Management though an autonomous body, but followed 
the rules of Government of India and they were bound by 
the same so as to make appointments. It is on record that 
the workman was called for an interview but was not 
selected having not come within the criteria fixed. They 
denied that the w orkman had served in the year 1989 and 
1990 for 240 days. They further denied that they had 
terminated the services of the workman. Since the work 
had been allotted to contractors, so it was his duty to 
engage the labour. They further denied that the 
Management had ever asked the workman not to work on 
1 st January, 1991 nor they employed any other workman 


after 1st April, 1988. They also denied that they had 
terminated the services of the workman or had employed 
workmen after 1st April, 1988. Other contentions of the 
workman were also spumed by them and submitted that 
the claim of the workman maybe dismissed with costs. 

In his replication, the workman did not raise any new' 
claim. He admitted that the w orkman w as w orking with the 
Management till the introduction of contractual system 
and by then he had put in more than 240 days service, 
therefore, his services could not be terminated. He denied 
that he was a valid contractor or had worked under a 
contractor till his termination. He claimed that he is getting 
salary from the Management and no contractor interv ened 
in that relationship. Claiming that he along with other 
retrenched workers had approached the CAT through an 
original application but stated that the same was withdrawn 
later on. The workman further claimed that he had 
vigorously followed his case so there was no question of 
his claim having been barred by his limitation. He further 
disputed the application of principle of estopped against 
him and stated that the workman had served the 
Management during his youth and now they cannot ignore 
that fact. He claimed that he had been engaged through 
employment exchange and the Management has to explain 
as to how they continued taking sendees from him along 
with others, till 31st Dec., 1990. He disputed the claim of 
the Management that they did not possess the muster 
rolls or that they can produce the muster rolls for the year 
1987 to 1990, as they had destroyed the record only for the 
period upto 1986. The fact is that the Management has 
failed to disclose the name of the contractor who had 
worked for them and for whom the workman had worked. 
The claim made is, therefore, without any basis. The 
Management has further claimed that in view of the 
judgement of Hon'ble Supreme Courts reported as 1992(4) 
SLR 770, with title State of Haryana Vs. Piara Singh and 
others, the workman is required to prove, the right of 
consideration for regularization, having served the 
Management for a long time; and that the Management 
violated the provisions of the Act and disengaged the 
services of those who had serv ed the Management for 18 
years and above. He further claimed that he was entitled to 
know the reasons for his disengagement; and that the 
Management has the posts of Chowkidars, Peons, Sweepers 
and etc. in Class IV category' and the workman is ready to 
work on any other post. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the counsel for the parties. 

.The Management has raised a number of preliminary' 
objections to the maintainability of the reference. It is their 
claim that the claim made is barred by limitation; that the 
w orkman has no cause of action to maintain the same; that 
the workman is estopped to raise the claim by his own 
conduct; that workman has no locus standi to file the 
present claim. They have further claimed that since there 
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existed no relationship of employer and employee between 
the parties and the management had introduced the 
contractual system w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988, therefore, the 
dispute is not maintainable. The last preliminary objection 
raised by them is that the Management is not an industry 
since it carries on the activity of research in a systematic 
manner and not work of trade and business nor it is engaged 
in the production or distribution of services to satisfy the 
human wants and wishes. According to them they are 
engaged in the research work so are not an “industry.” 

I have considered the preliminary objections raised. 
After going through the record of the file I feel that the 
Management has not seriously contested the preliminary 
objections. They have not produced any evidence to show 
that the claim of the workman is barred by limitation or he 
has ho cause of action to maintain the reference. To me the 
preliminary objections are misplaced as the Tribunal is 
adjudicating upon reference, as is desired by the 
Appropriate Government, and not on the asking of the 
workman. Whether there existed the relationship of 
employee and employer between the parties or whether 
the workman has the cause of action to maintain his claim, 
are the questions which are interwoven with the question 
of termination of services of the workman. So. shall get 
decided automatically by the answer to the reference. 

As regards the question whether the Management 
is an industry or not, I feel the plea takenby the Management 
is without any merit. The answer to the plea of the 
Management is contained in the famous judgement of 
Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in the case "Bangalore 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board Vs. A. Rajappa, reported 
as 1978 Lab IC 778". The seven judges bench ruled that 
"Industry" means an establishment where there is a 
(i) systematic activity, (ii) organized by the co-operation 
between employer and employee, (iii) for production and/ 
or distribution of goods and services calculated to satisfy 4 
human wants and wishes. Absence of profit motive or 
gainful objective is irrelevant, be the venture in public, 
joint, private or other sector. The true focus is functional 
and the decisive test is the nature of the activity with special 
emphasis on the employer-employee relations. According 
to their Lordships Professions, clubs, educational 
institutions, co-operatives, research institutes, charitable 
projects and other kindred adventures, if they fulfilled the 
triple tests cannot be exempted from the scope of 'Industry 1 
Applying these tests it cannot be said that the Management 
is not an Industry. In their own pleadings the Management 
admitted that they were engaged in research work; and 
that they followed their pursuit with the help of Research 
scholars and the labourers. Their stand that they are not 
engaged in commercial activity is of no consequence in 
the face of the Judgement referred to above. The prelimmary 
objections raised by the ManagemeAt are, therefore, of no 
merit and are rejected. 


The question which now requires consideration is 
whether the Management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal had terminated the services of Shri Ishwar 
Singh, casual worker w.e.f 1st of April, 1988, and if so 
whether their action was legal and justified. If not to what 
relief the workman is entitled to and from what date 

The Management, in reply to the claim of the 
workman stated that the workman had not worked with the 
Management after 1st of January, 1988 and since 1st of 
April, 1988, the labour work used to be given to different 
contractors. They made evasive reply to the claim of the 
workman that he had continuously worked for the 
Management upto 31st of December, 1990. They only 
claimed that the workman had not worked for them after 1 st 
of January, 1988. What about the earlier period till 31st of 
December, 1987. The workman produced Shri Tej Ram, 
Assistant Administrative Officer of the Management as 
his witness who produced the Muster roll and other record 
and stated that as per record the workman had worked for 
the Management on days as shown in statement exhibit 
WL As per this document the workman had served the 
Management upto March, 1988. Counting backward he 
worked for the Management 27 days in March, 1988, 25 
days in February 1988,23 days in January, 1988,22 days in 
December 1987, 24 days in October 1987, 25 days in 
September 1987, 26 days in August, 1987,27 days in July, 
1987,19 days in May, i987,27 days in April, 1987 i.e. for 
two hundered and forty five days. Thus the employee of 
the Management has belied the claim of the Management 
that the workman had not worked for them for 240 days in 
12 months preceding the date of his disengagement on 1 st 
of April, 1988, on the day, according to the Management, 
they had shifted to the arrangement of getting labour work 
done through the contractor. The workman, therefore, was 
entitled to the protection of Section 25-F of the Act, on 
that day, before he could be shown the door by the 
Management. 

Mr. R C. Meena who appeared as witness for the 
Management in his statement admitted that the workman 
was not given notice before changing his service 
conditions. The Management made evasive reply to the 
claim of the workman that before terminating his serv ices, 
the Management had not given him notice, showing the 
reasons for terminating his services. There is also no 
evidence on record to show that the Management had 
paid retrenchment compensation to the workman before 
terminating his services or had paid the wages for the notice 
period The Management, therefore, did not comply with, 
the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. The termination 
of services of the workman was, therefore, bad in law and 
the same is quashed. Since the workman has shown that 
he had been taken in sen ice, by the Management, on the 
sponsorship of the Employment Excha,ige, therefore, his 
retirement was ndt backdoor entry. He is, therefore, treated 
to be in service all through this period as if there was no 
order of his termination passed by the Management. 
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The question that now requires consideration is as 
to w hat relief the workman is entitled to and from which 
date. After going through the pleading of the parties, I am 
of the opinion that the Management has acted, in this case, 
in most irresponsible manner. They placed wrong facts 
before Tribunal and thereby tried to mislead it. They 
claimed that the workman had worked with them only upto 
1st of January, 1988; and that record pertaining to that 
period stand destroyed. But their Administrative Officer, 
who appeared as witness, placed on record the statement 
showing that the workman had served the Management 
upto 31 st of March, 1988. They contested the claim of the 
workman without any justification. The workman has 
suffered because of the Management. Therefore he is 
entitled to the back wages. 

The workman has claimed that he has remained 
mostly without job after the termination of his services 
since 1990 and only at time he would get work to do. As 
against to it there has come no evidence on record to show 
that the workman remained gainfully employed all through 
this period. However, it cannot be denied that he must 
have worked to meet the expenses of his household, but 
may not have earned that much, as he would have earned 
but for his termination from service, In the circumstances I 
hold that the workman is entitled to fifty per cent of the 
back wages he would have got, but for the termination of 
his services. The Management is directed to take back the 
workman in service, if need be, by creating the post for this 
purpose if not otherwise in eligible under rales and also 
pay him the back wages within three months from the date 
this sward becomes enforceable. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action 
the tile be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
ft^ iftcftft 27 few, 2007 

7£T. m £116.—srfafwr, 1947 (1947 

vif 14) ^ 17 % 4H«bK 

07J7 3 ft 

3ift 'ftTftTftft ft II, 

% W ( ftftft ft. 1096/2005 ) m ftftcf't, ftt 

fth 27 -0-2007 ftft ft TftT ft ^7 j 

[ft. 7'-*■-42012/85,93- fll&TR (] 

New' Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. JlliV,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1096/ 
" of die Central Government Industrial TribunaTcuiu- 


Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/85/93-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL^ 
CUM-LABOUR COURTH, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case LD. No. 1096/2005 

Registered on: 21-9-2005 

Date of Decision : 14-7-2007 

Ramesh S/o Shri Kanta, 

R/o Village Saidoura, 

District Kamal ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, 

CSSRI, Kamal ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri R.P. Rana, Advocate 
For the Management Shri R.K. Sharma, Advocate 
AWARD 

Vide their OrderNo. L-42012/85/93-IR(DU) dated 4th 
November, 1994, Ministry of Labour, Government of India 
referred the following dispute for the adjudication of this 
Tribunal :— 

“Whether the action of the Management of Central 
Soil Salinity Research Institute, Kamal in terminating 
the serv ices of Shri Ramesh, Ex-Daily paid labour 
w.e.f. 1st April, 1988 is legal and justified? If not 
w hat relief he is entitled to and from what date?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their Counsel and filed their 
respective claim in the form of Claim Statement, reply to the 
Claim Statement, replication, the workman's affidavit. The 
Management has also filed the affidavit of Shri Rounak 
Ram, their Assistant Administrative Officer in support of 
their claim besides that of Shri Tej Ram, Assistant 
Administrative Officer. 

It is on record that before the proceedings of the 
case could advance the Management filed an application 
for permission to amend their Written Statement. They also 
filed affidavit of Shri R.C. Meena, Senior Administrative 
Officer in support of their claim. The workman appeared as 
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a witness whereas the Management examined S/Shri Tej 
Ram and R.C. Meena as their witnesses. At the request of 
the management they were allowed to amend their Written 
Petition and incorporate the plea that since the Management 
is not an Industry, the present reference is not mainta i n able 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to adjudicate upon 
the said reference. 

The riaim of the woikmanis that he had joined service 
with the Management on daily wages basis in the year 
1983 and he served them upto 31st Dec., 1990. The 
Management, all of a sudden refused the employment to 
the workman on 1st January, 1991; that he had joined the 
service with the Management on being sponsored by the 
employment exchange. He was, however, paid small amount 
as daily wages although he performed the same job, which 
permanent Class IV employees of the management 
performed as Peon, Beldar and Chowkidar. He repeatedly 
represented for being regularized in service. Though he 
was interviewed, but was not adjusted on regular basis. He 
had served the Management for 240 days in more t han one 
year especially in the year 1988-89 and 1990. Before 
terminating the services, the Management neither gave 
him the notice nor conveyed the reasons to terminate his 
services; that the workman along with co-workers 
approached the CAT, but since there was a question of 
disputed facts, therefore, he withdrew the petition. The 
workman claims the relief on the ground that the 
Management being a limb of Indian Council of Agriculture 
Research is an Industry and the workman having served 
them for 240 days in a year deserves his regularization and 
could not be terminated without following the provisions 
of I D. Act, 1947 to be called “Act” in short. The 
Management acted in an arbitrary manner with colorable 
exercise of their powers and favouritism in selecting those 
who were related to the officers of the Management, 
ignoring the claim of those who had joined the service 
through the Employment Exchange. Rebutting the claim of 
the management in anticipation, it is further stated by him 
that the instructions of Government of India, to get the 
work done through the contractor, were not applicable to 
the workman since the same were effective from 1st April, 

1988 and since the workman had served the management 
for 240 days, therefore, the termination of his services was 
violative of the Provisions of the Act. He has further claimed 
that during the conciliation proceedings the management 
maintained a stubborn attitude and did not offer an 
employment to the workman stating that they get work 
done through the contractor, therefore, no work was 
available for which the workman can be engaged. 

The Management in their reply has claimed that from 
1st April, 1988, the Management had introduced a 
contractual system for getting the work done and obtained 
certificate of registration, therefore, there was no question 
of engaging the workman for any labour work. They have 
further claimed that the petition is time barred having no 


cause of action or locus standi. It is also claimed by them 
that the workman is estopped, by his own conduct, to 
prosecute the present petition. It is also claimed that the 
management is not an Industry, therefore, also the reference 
is bad and this Tribunal does not possess the jurisdiction 
to decide the issue. 

On merits it is stated by them that the workman had 
never worked for the management after 1st January, 1988. 
The Management has destroyed the muster rolls/ 
attendance rolls pertaining to the earlier period as a follow 
up the decision taken by the committee on 31st Dec., 1986. 

It was the contractor who enjoyed control over his labour 
and the management did not have any direct concern with 
thi*m Relying upon the judgement ofPuigab and Haryana 
High Court, in the case of National Fertilizer Ltd. Vs. 
Presiding Officer and Others, reported as 1990(3) Recent 
Judgements, 276, it is claimed by the Management that, so 
as to declare a workman as the employee of the Management 
the Tribunal should apply the test of whether the worker 
engaged produced goods or services and the services were 
so required for carrying on the business; and whether the 
Management had economic control over the workers; that 
the workman was not the employee of the Management so 
is not entitled to any relief; that the Management though 
an autonomous body, but followed the rules of Government 
of India and they were bound by the same so as to make 
appointments. It is on record that the workman was called 
for an interview, but was not selected having not come 
within the criteria fixed. They denied that the workman had 
served in the year 1989 and 1990 for 240 days. They further 
denied that they had terminated the services of the 
workman. Since the work had been allotted to the 
contractors, so it was his duty to engage the labour. They 
further denied that the management had ever asked the 
workman on 1st January, 1991 that they have no work for 
him nor they employed any other workman after 1st April, 
1988. They have farther denied that they had terminated 
the services of the workman or had employed workmen 
after 1st April, 1988. They further denied the other 
contentions of the workman and submitted that the claim 
of the workman may be dismissed with costs. 

In his replication the workman did not raise any new 

claim. He claimed that the workman was working with the 

Management till the introduction of contractual system 
and by then he had put in more than 240 days service, 
therefore, his services could not be terminated. He denied 
that he was a valid contractor or had worked under the 
contractor till his termination. He was rather getting salary 
from the Management and no contractor intervened in their 
relationship. Claiming that he along with other retrenched 
workers had approached the CAT through an original 
application he stated that the same was withdrawn later 
on. The workman had vigorously followed his case so 
there was no question of his claim having been barred by 
his limitation. He further disputed the application of 


/ 
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principle of estopped against him and stated that the 
workman had served the management during his youth 
and now they cannot ignore that fact. He claimed that he 
had been engaged through employment exchange and the 
management has to explain as to how they continued taking 
sendee from him along with others, till 31st Dec., 1990. He 
disputed the clai m of the Management that they did not 
possess the muster rolls from the year 1987 to 1990. As per 
their own saying they had destroyed the record only for 
the period up to 1986. The fact that the Management has 
failed to disclose the name of the contractor who had 
worked for them. He has further claimed that in view of the 
judgement of Hon'ble Supreme Court reported as 1992(4) 
SLR 770 with title State of Haryana Vs. Piara Singh and 
Others, the w orkman had the right of consideration for 
regularization, having served the management for a long 
time. The Management, therefore. Violated the provisions 
of the Act and disengaged the services of those who had 
served the Management for 18 years and above. He further 
claimed that he was entitled to know the reasons for his 
disengagement; and that the Management has the posts 
of Chowkidars. Peons, Sweepers and etc. in Class IV 
category and the workman is ready to work on any other 
post. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the counsel for the parties. 

The Management has raised a number of preliminary 
objections to the maintainability of the reference. It is their 
claim that the claim made is barred by limitation; that the 
workman has no cause of action to maintain the same; that 
the workman is estopped to raise the claim by his own 
conduct; that workman has no locus standi to file the 
present claim. They have further claimed that since there 
existed no relationship of employer and employee between 
the parties and the management had introduced the 
contractual system w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988, therefore, the 
dispute is not maintainable. The last preliminary 7 objection 
raised by them is that the Management is not an industry 
since it carries on the activity of research in a systematic 
manner. It is not engaged in the work of trade and business 
nor it is engaged in the production or distributor! of 
sen ices to satisfy the human wants and wishes. According 
to them they are engaged in the research work so are not 
an industry . 

I have considered the preliminary objections raised. 
After going through the record of the file I feel that the 
Management has not seriously contested the preliminary 
objections. They have not produced any evidence to show' 
that the claim of the workman is barred by limitation or he 
has no cause of action to maintain the reference. To me the 
preliminary objections are misplaced as the Tribunal is 
adjudicating upon this reference as is desired by the 
Appropriate Government and not on the asking of the 
workman. Whether there existed the relationship of 


employee and employer between the parties or whether 
the workman has the cause of action to maintain his claim, 
are the questions which are interwoven with the question 
of termination of services of the workman. So shall get 
decided automatically by the answer to the reference. 

As regards the question, whether the Management 
is an industry 7 or not, I feel the plea taken by the Management 
is without any merit. The answer to the plea of the 
Management is contained in the famous judgement of 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the case ’Bangalore 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board versus A Rajappa 
reported as 1978 Lab IC 778”. The seven judges bench 
ruled that “Industry” means an establishment where there 
is a (i) systematic activity, (ii) organized by the co-operation 
between employer and employee, (iii) for production and/ 
or distribution of goods and services calculated to satisfy 
human wants and wishes. Absence of profit motive or 
gainful objective is irrelevant, be the venture in public, 
joint, private or other sector. The true focus is functional 
and the decisive test is the nature of the activity with special 
emphasis on the employer-employee relations. According 
to their Lordships Professions, clubs, education 
institutions, co-operatives, research institutes, charitable 
projects and other kindred adventures, if fulfilled the triple 
tests cannot be exempted from the scope of ‘Industry’. 
Applying these tests it cannot be said that the Management 
is not an industry. In their own pleadings the Management 
admitted that they were engaged in research work and that 
they followed their pursuit with the help of Research 
scholars and the labourers. Their stand that they are not 
engaged in commercial activity is of no consequence, in 
the face of the Judgement referred to above. The preliminary 
objections raised by the Management are therefore, of no 
merit and are rejected. 

The question which now' requires consideration is 
whether the Management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal had terminated the services of Shri Ramesh, 
casual worker w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988 and if so whether 
their action was legal and justified. If not what relief the 
workman is entitled to and from what date. The 
Management in reply to the claim of the workman stated 
that the workman had not worked with the Management 
after 1st of January. 1988 and after 1st of April, 1988 the 
labour work used to be given to different contractors. They 
made evasive reply to the claim of the workman that he had 
continuously worked for the Management upto 31 st of 
Dec., 1990. They only claimed that the workman had not 
w'orked for them after 1st of January, 1988. What about the 
earlier period till 31 st of Dec., 1987. The workman produced 
Shri Tej Ram Assistant Administrative Officer of the 
Management as his witness who produced the Muster roll 
and other record and stated that as per record the workman 
had worked for the Management on days as shown in 
statement exhibit W1. As per this document the workman 
had serv ed the Management upto March, 1988. Counting 
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backward he worked for the Management 23 days in March, 
1988,18 Vi daysinFeb., 1988; 24 days in January, 1988; 16 
days in Nov., 1987; 1 9Vi days in Oct, 1987; 18 days in Sept., 
1987; 20 days in August, 1987; 17 days in July, 1987; 
8 days in June,- 22 days in May 87,6 days in April, 1987 
i .e. for 201 days in total. The workman has not produced 
any evidence to belie this claim of the Management and to 
prove that he had served the Management for 240 days 12 
months preceding the date of termination of his services 
on 1 st April, 1988 as is claimed by him in his pleadings. The 
workman has thus failed to show that he was entitled to 
the protection as envisaged by Section 25-F of the Act. 

Mr. R.C. Meena who appeared as witness for the 
Management in his statement admitted that the workman 
was not given notice before changing his service 
conditions. The Management made evasive reply to the 
claim of the workman that before terminating his services 
the Management had not given him notice showing the 
reasons for terminating his services. There is also no 
evidence on record to show that the Management had 
paid retrenchment compensation to the workman before 
terminating his services or had paid the wages for the notice 
period. The Management therefore, did not comply with 
the provisions of section 25-F of the Act but they were not 
supposed to comply with the same for the reason that the 
workman had not worked for the Management for 240 
days before the termination of his services w.e.f. 1 st April, 
1988. The disengagement of the workman was, therefore, 
legal and justified. The workman is entitled to no relief. The 
reference is answered against him. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULD1P SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M 27 2007 

^T,3JT. 3117.—sfrefrte fwsqfafwr, 1947 (1947 

14) 17 % w*>u. 

a&lFwl !w4 OhVIICl % ‘5R*RT?% 

rf Fifths 

wmi , afhsitta srfwwsR i 11, 

(ri^f 73. 1092/2005) *Tf 

27-9-2007 vtmr fan «rr 1 

[4 fcl-42012/116/93-arr^aTR ] 

New' Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3117.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1092/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 


to the management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L42012/116/93-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL^ 
CUM-IABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Casel.D. No. 1092/2005 

Registered on: 21-9-2005 

Date of Decision : 14-7-2007 

Mai Chand S/o Shri Ishwar Singh 


R/o Village Kachhwa, 
District Kamal 

... Petitioner 


Versus 

The Director, 


CSSRI, Kamal 

.. Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman 

: Shri R.P. Rana, Advocate 


For the Management : ShriRK. Sharma. Advocate 
AWARD 


Vide their Order No. L-42012/U6/93-IR(D.U.) dated 
30th Sep., 1994, Ministry of Labour, Government, of India 
referred the following dispute for the adjudication of this 
Tribunal ;— 

A 

“Whether the action of the Management of Central 
Soil Salinity Research Institute, Kamal in terminating 
the services of Shri Mai Chand, Casual Woiker w.e.f 
31st Dec., 1987 is legal and justified ? If not what 
relief he is entitled to and from what date?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their counsel and filed their 
respective claim in the form of Claim Statement, reply to the 
Claim Statement, replication, the workman's affidavit. The 
management has also filed the affidavit of Shri Rounak 
Ram, their Assistant Administrative Officer in support of 
their claim beside that of Shri Tej Ram, Assistant 
Administrative Officer. 

It is on record that before the proceedings of the 
case.could advance the Management filed an application 
for permission to amend their Written Statement. They also 
filed affidavit of Shri RC. Meena, Senior Administrative 
Officer in support of their claim. The workman appeared as 
a witness whereas the Management examined S/Shri Tej 
Ram and R.C. Meena as their witnesses. At the request of 
the management they were allowed to amend their Written 
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Petition and incorporate the plea that since the Management 
is not an Industry, the present reference is not maintainable 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to adjudicate upon 
the said reference. 

The claim ofthe workman is that he had joined service 
with the Management on daily wages basis in the year 
1982 and he served them upon 31st Dec., 1990. The 
management all, of a sudden refused the employment to 
the workman on 1 st January, 1991; that he had joined the 
service with the Management on being sponsored by the 
employment exchange. He was, however; paid small amount 
as daily wages although he performed the same job, which 
permanent Class IV employee of the management performed 
as Peon, Beldar and Chowkidar. He repeatedly represented 
for being regularized in service. Though he was 
interviewed, but was not adjusted on regular basis. He had 
served the Management for 240 days in more than one 
year especially in the year 1988-89 and 1990. Before 
terminating the services, the Management neither gave 
him the notice nor conveyed the reasons to terminate his 
services; that the workman along with co-workers 
approached the CAT, but since there was a question of 
disputed facts, therefore, he withdrew the petition. The 
workman claims the relief on the ground that the 
Management being a limb of India Council of Agriculture 
Research is an Industry and the workman having served 
them for 240 days in a year deserves his regularization and 
could not be terminated without following the provisions 
of I D. Act, 1947 to be called '‘Act” in short. The 
Management acted in an arbitrary manner with colorable 
exercise of their powers and favouritism in selecting those 
who were related to the officers of the Management, 
ignoring the claim of those who had joined the service 
through the Employment Exchange. Rebutting the claim of 
the Management in anticipation, it is further stated by him 
that the instructions of Government of India, to get the 
work done through the contractor, were not applicable to 
the workman since the same were effective from 1st April, 
1988 and since the workman had served the Management 
for 240 days, therefore, the termination of his services was 
violative of the provisions of the Act. He has further claimed 
that during the conciliation proceedings the Management 
maintained a stubborn attitude and did not offer an 
employment to the workman stating that they get work 
done through the contractor, therefore, no work was 
available for which the workman can be engaged. 

The Management in their reply has claimed that from 
1st April, 1988, the Management had introduced a 
contractual system for getting the work done and obtained 
certificate of registration, therefore, there was no question 
of engaging the workman for any labour work. They have 
further claimed that the petition is time barred having no 
cause of action or locus standi. It is also claimed by them 
that the workman is'estopped, by his own conduct, to 
prosecute the present petition. It is also claimed that the 


Management is not an Industry, therefore, also the 
reference is bad and this Tribunal does not possess the 
jurisdiction to decide the issue. 

On merits it is stated by them that the workman had 
never worked for the Management after 1st January, 1988. 
The Management has destroyed the muster rolls/ 
attendance rolls pertaining to the earlier period as a follow 
up the decision taken by the committee on 31st Dec., 1986. 
It was the contractor who enjoyed control over his labour 
and the Management did not have any direct concern with 
them. Relying upon the judgement of Punjab and Haryana 
High Court, in the case of National Fertilizer Ltd. Vs. 
Presiding Officer and others, reported as 1990(3) Recent 
Judgement, 276, it is claimed by the Management that, so 
as to declare a workman as the employee of the Management 
the Tribunal should apply the test of whether the worker 
engaged produced goods or services and the services were 
so required for carrying on the business; and whether the 
Management had economic control over the workers; that 
the workman was not the employee of the Management so 
is not entitled to any relief; that the Management though 
an autonomous body, but followed the rules of Government 
of India and they were bound by the same so as to make 
appointments. It is on record that the workman was called 
for an interview, but was not selected having not come 
within the criteria fixed. They denied that the workman had 
served in the year 1989 and 1990 for 240 days. They further 
denied that they had terminated the services of the 
workman. Since the work had been allotted to the 
contractors, so it was his duty to engage the labour. They 
further denied that the Management had ever asked the 
workman on 1 st January, 1991 that they have no work for 
him nor they employed any other workman after 1 st April, 
1988. They have further denied that they had terminated 
the services of the workman or had employed workmen 
after 1st April, 1988. They further denied the other 
contentions of the workman and submitted that the claim 
of the workman may be dismissed with costs. 

In his replication the workman did not raise any new 
claim. He claimed that the workman was working with the 
Management till the introduction of contractual system 
and by then he had put in more than 240 days service, 
therefore, his services could not be terminated. He denied 
that he was a valid contractor or had worked under the 
contractor till his termination. He was rather getting salary 
from the Management and no contractor intervened in their 
relationship. Claiming that he along with other retrenched 
workers had approached the CAT through an original 
application he stated that the same was withdrawn later 
on. The workman had vigorously followed his case so there 
was no question of his claim having been barred by his 
limitation. He further disputed the application of principle 
of estopped against him and stated that the workman had 
served the management during his youth and now they 
cannot ignore that fact. He claimed that he had been 
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engaged through employment exchange and the 
Management has to explain as to how they continued 
taking service froift him along with others, till 31st Dec., 
1987. He disputed the c laim of the Management that they 
did not possess the muster rolls from the year 1987 to 
1990. As per their own saying they had destroyed the record 
only for the period upto 1986. The feet that the Management 
has failed to disclose the name of the contractor who had 
worked for them. He has further claimed that in view of the 
judgement of Hon'ble Supreme Court reported as 1992(4) 
SLR 770 with title State of Haryana Vs. Piara Singh and 
others, the workman had the right of consideration for 
regularization, having served the Management for a long 
time. The Management, therefore, violated the provisions 
of the Act and disengaged the services of those who had 
served thie Management for 18 years and above. He further 
claimed that he was entitled to know the reasons for his 
disengagement; and that the Management has the posts 
of Chowkidars, Peons, Sweepers and etc. in Class IV 
category and the workman is ready to work on any other 
post. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the counsel for the parties. 

The Management has raised a number preliminary 
objections to the maintainability of the reference. It is their 
claim that the claim made is barred by limitation; that the 
workman has no cause of action to maintain the same; that 
the workman is estopped to raise the claim by his own 
conduct; that workman has no locus standi to file the 
present claim. They have further claimed that since there 
existed no relationship of employer and employee between 
the parties and the Management had introduced the 
contractual system w.e.f. 31st Dec., 1987, therefore, the 
dispute is not maintainable. The last preliminary objection 
raised by them is that the Management is not an industry 
sincerit carries on the activity of research in a systematic 
manner. It is not engaged in the work of trade and business 
nor it is engaged in the production or distribuion of services 
to satisfy the human wants and wishes. According to them 
they are engaged in the research work so are not an industry. 

I have considered the preliminary objections raised. 
After going through the record of the file I feel that the 
Management has not seriously contested the preliminary 
objections. They have not produced any evidence to show 
that the claim of the workman is barred by limitation or he 
has no cause of action to maintain the reference. To me the 
preliminary objections are misplaced as the Tribunal is 
adjudicating upon this reference as is desired by the. 
Appropriate Government and not on the asking of the 
workman. Whether there existed the relationship of 
employee and employer between the parties or whether 
the workman has the cause of action to maintain his claim, 
are the questions which are interwoven with the question 
of termination of services of the workman. So shall get 
decided automatically by the answer to the reference. 


As regards the question, whether the Management 
is an industry or not, I feel the plea taken by the 
Management is without any merit. The answer to the plea 
of the Management is contained in the famous judgement 
of Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the case “Bangalore 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board Vs. A. Rajappa reported 
as 1978 Lab IC 778”. The seven judges bench ruled that 
“Industry” means an establishment where there is a 
(i) systematic activity, (ii) organized by the co-operation 
between employer and employee, (iii) for production and/ 
or distribution of goods and services calculated to satisfy 
human wants and wishes. Absence of profit motive or 
gainful objective is irrelevant, be the venture in public, 
joint, private or other sector. The true focus is functional 
and the decisive test is the nature of the activity with special 
emphasis on the employer-employee relations. According 
to their Lordships Professions, clubs, education 
institutions, co-operatives, research institutes, charitable 
projects and other kindred adventures, if fulfilled the triple 
tests cannot be exempted from the scope of ‘Industry’. 
Applying these tests it cannot be said that the Management 
is not an industry. In their own pleadings the Management 
admitted that they were engaged in research work and that 
they followed their persuit with the help of Research 
scholars and the labourers. Their stand that they are not 
engaged in commercial activity is of no consequence, in 
the face of the Judgement referred to above. The preliminary 
objections raised by the Management are, therefore, of no 
merit and are rejected. 

The question which now requires consideration is 
whether the Management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal had terminated the services of Shri Mai 
Chand, casual worker w.e.f. 31st Dec., 1987 and if so whether 
their action was legal and justified. If not what relief the 
workman is entitled to and from what date. The 
Management in reply to the claim of the workman stated 
that the workman had not worked with the Management 
after 1st of January, 1988 and after 1st of April, 1988 the 
labour work used to be given to different contractors. They 
made evasive reply to the claim of the workman that he had 
continuously worked for the Management upto 31st of 
Dec., 1990. They only claimed that the workman had not 
worked for them after 1 st of January, 1988. What about the 
earlierperiodtill31stofDec., 1987. The workman produced 
Shri Tej Ram, Assistant Administrative Officer of the 
Management as his witness w ho produced the muster roll 
and other record and stated that as per record the workman 
had worked for the Management on days as shown in 
statement exhibit Wl. As per this document the workman 
had not served the Management on any day during 12 
months preceding 31st Dec., 1987. The workman has not 
produced any evidence to belie the claim of the 
Management and to prove that he had served the 
Management for 240 days 12 months preceding tire date of 
termination of his services on 1st Jan., 1988 as is claimed 
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by him in his pleadings. The workman has thus failed to 
show that he was entitled to the protection as envisaged 
by Section 25-F of the Act. 

Mr. R.C. Meena who appeared as witness for the 
Management in his statement admitted that the workman 
was not given notice before changing his service 
conditions. The Management made evasive reply to the 
claim of the workman that before terminating his services 
the Management had not given him notice showing the 
reasons for terminating his services. There is also no 
evidence on record to show that the Management had 
paid retrenchment compensation to the workman before 
terminating his services or had paid the wages for the notice 
period. The Management, therefore, did not comply with 
the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act but they were 
not supposed to comply with the same for the reason that 
the workman had not worked for the Management for 240 
days before the termination of his services w.e.f. 31st 
January, 1988. The disengagement of the workman was, 
therefore, legal and justified. The workman is entitled to no 
relief. The reference is answered against him. Let a copy of 
this award be sent to the appropriate Government for 
necessary action and the file be consigned to records after 
due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M fo#, 27 2007 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3118.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1087/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Karnal and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/93/1993-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNA1XTJM-LABOLR COURT-H 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
Case LD. No. 1087/2005 
Registered on: 21-9-2005 
Date of Decision : 14-7-2007 

SureshPal S/o Shri Bhagat Ram, 

R/oV&POPundrak, 

District Karnal (Haryana) . * Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, 

CSSRI, Karnal ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri R.P. Rana, Advocate 
For the Management Shri R.K. Sharma, Advocate 
AWARD 

Vide their orderNo. L-42012/93/1993-IR (DU) dated 
24th August, 1994, Ministry of Labour, Government of 
India referred the following dispute for the adjudication of 
this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the Management of Central 
Soil Salinity Research Institute, Karnal in terminating 
the services of Shri SureshPal, Casual Worker w.e.f. 
1st April, 1988 is legal and justified ? If not, what 
relief he is entitled to and from what date T 

The notice of the reference was given to the patties 
who appeared through their counsel and filed their 
respective claims in the form of Claim Statement, reply to 
the Claim Statement, replication, the workman's affidavit. 
The management has also filed the affidavit of Shri Rounak 
Ram, their Assistant Administrative Officer in support of 
their claim besides that of Shri Tej Ram, Assistant 
Administrative Officer. 

It is on record that before the proceedings of the 
case could advance the Management filed an application 
for permission to amend their Written Statement. They also 
filed affidavit of Shri R.C. Meena, Senior Administrative 
Officer in support of their claim. The workman appeared as 
a witness whereas the Management examined S/Shri Tej 
Ram and R.C. Meena as their witnesses. At the request of 
the management they were allowed to amend their Written 
Petition and incorporate the plea that since the Management 
is not an Industry, the present reference is not maintainable 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to adjudicate upon 
the said reference. 
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The claim of the workman is that he had joined 
service with the Management on daily wages basis in the 
year 1984 and he served them upto 31st Dec., 1990. The 
Management all of a sudden refused die employment to 
the workman on 1st January, 1991; that he had joined the 
service with the Management on being sponsored by the 
employment exchange. He was, however, paid small amount 
as daily wages although he performed the same job, which 
permanent Class IV employees of the Management 
performed as Peon, Beldar and Chowkidar. He repeatedly 
represented for being regularized in service. Though he 
was interviewed, but was not adjusted on regular basis. He 
had served the Management for 240 days in more than one 
year especially in the year 1988-89 and 1990. Before 
terminating the services, the Management neither gave 
him the notice nor conveyed the reasons to terminate his 
services; that the workman along with co-workers 
approached the CAT, but since there was a question of 
disputed facts, therefore, he withdrew the petition. The 
workman claims the relief on the ground that the 
Management being a limb of Indian Council of Agriculture 
Research is an Industry and the workman having served 
them for 240 days in a year deserves his regularization and 
could not be terminated without following the provisions 
of I D. Act, 1947 to be called “Act” in short. The 
Management acted in an arbitrary manner with colorable 
exercise of their powers and favouritism in selecting those 
who were related to the officers of the Management, 
ignoring the claim of those who had joined the service 
through the Employment Exchange. Rebutting the claim of 
the Management in anticipation, it is further stated by him 
that the instructions of Government of India, to get the 
work done through the contractor, were not applicable to 
the workman since the same were effective from 1st April, 
1988 and since the workman had served the management 
for 240 days, therefore, the termination of his services was 
violative of the provisions of the Act He has further claimed 
that during the conciliation proceedings the Management 
maintained a stubborn attitude and did not offer an 
employment to the workman stating that they get work 
done through the contractor, therefore, ho work was 
available for which the workman can be engaged. 

The Management in their reply has claimed that from 
1st April, 1988, the Management had introduced a 
contractual system for getting the work done and obtained 
certificate of registration, therefore, there was no question 
of engaging the workman for any labour work They have 
further claimed that the petition is time barred having no 
cause of action or locus standi. It is also claimed by them 
that the workman is estopped, by his own conduct, to 
prosecute the present petition. It is also claimed that the 
management is not an Industry, therefore, also the reference 
is bad and this Tribunal does not possess the jurisdiction 
to decide the issue. 

On merits it is stated by them that the workman had 
never worked for the management after 1st January, 1988. 


The Management has destroyed the muster rolls/ 
attendance rolls pertaining fo the earlier period as a follow 
up the decision taken by the committee on 31 st Dec. ,1986. 
It was the contractor who enjoyed control over his labour 
and the management did not have any direct concern with 
them. Relying upon the judgement of Punjab and Haryana 
High Court, in the case of National Fertilizer Ltd. Vs. 
Presiding Officer and Others, reported as 1990(3) Recent 
Judgements, 276, it is claimed by the Management that, so 
as to declare a workman as the employee of the Management 
the Tribunal should apply the test of whether the worker 
engaged produced goods or services and the services were 
so required for carrying on the business; and whether the 
Management had economic control over the workers; that 
the workman was not the employee of the Management so 
is not entitled to any relief; that the Management though 
an autonomous body, but followed the rules of Government 
of India and they were bound by the same so as to make 
appointments. It is on record that the workman was called 
for an interview, but was not selected having not come 
within the criteria fixed. They denied that the workman had 
served in the year 1989 and 1990 for 240 days. They further 
denied that they had terminated the services of the 
workman. Since the work had been allotted to the 
contractors, so it was his duty to engage the labour. They 
further denied that the Management had ever asked the 
workman on 1st January, 1991 that they have no work for 
him nor they employed any other workman after 1 st April, 
1988. They have further denied that they' had terminated 
the services of the workman or had employed workmen 
after 1st April, 1988. They further denied the other 
contentions of the workman and submitted that the claim 
of the workman may be dismissed with costs. 

In his replication the workman did not raise any new 
claim. He claimed that the workman was working with the 
Management till the introduction of contractual system 
and by then he had put in more than 240 days service, 
therefore, his services could not be terminated. He denied 
that he was a valid contractor or had worked under the 
contractor till his termination. He was rather getting salary 
from the Management and no contractor intervened in their 
relationship Claiming that he along with other retrenched 
workers had approached the CAT through an original 
application he stated that the same was withdrawn later 
on The workman had vigorously followed his case so there 
was no question of his claim having been barred by his 
limitation. He further disputed the application of principle 
of estopped against him and stated that the workman had 
served the Management during his youth and now they 
cannot ignore that fact. He claimed that he had been 
engaged through employment exchange and the 
Management has to explain as to how they continued taking 
service from him along with others, rill 31st Dec., 1990. He 
disputed the claim of the Management that they did not 
possess the muster rolls from the year 1987 to 1990 As per 
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their own saving they had destroyed the record only for 
the period upto 1986. The fact that the Management has 
failed to disclose the name of the contractor who had 
worked for them. He has turther claimed that in view of the 
judgement of Hon'ble Supreme Court reported as 1992(4) 
SLR 770 with title State of Haryana Vs. Piara Singh and 
Others, the workman had the right of consideration for 
regularization, having served the Management for a long 
time. The Management, therefore, Elated the provisions 
of the Act and disengaged the services of those who had 
served the Management for 18 years and above. He further 
claimed that he was entitled to know' the reasons for his 
disengagement; and that the Management has the posts 
of Chowkidars, Peons. Sweepers and etc. in Class IV 
category and the w orkman is ready to work on any other 
post. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the counsel for the parties. 

The Management has raised a number of preliminary 
objections to the maintainability of the reference. It is their 
claim that the claim made is barred by limitation; that the 
w orkman has no cause of action to maintain the same; that 
the workman is estopped to raise the claim by his own 
conduct; that workman has no locus standi to file the 
present claim. 1 hey have further claimed that since there 
existed no relationship of employer and employee between 
the parties and the management had introduced the 
contractual system w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988, therefore, the 
dispute is not maintainable The last preliminary objection 
raised by them is that the Management is not an industry' 
since i* carr ies on the activity of research in a systematic 
manner t G not engaged m the work of trade and business 
nc ‘ is engaged in the production or distribution of 
w .toes to satisfy the human wants and wishes. According 
lo them they are engaged in the research work so are not 
an industry. * 

1 have considered the preliminary objections raised. 
After through the record of the file I feel that the 
Management «t-»s nol seriously contested the preliminary 
objections. They nave not produced any evidence to show 
that the claim of the w orkman is hatred by limitation or he 
has no came, of action to maintain the reference. To me the 
nrew . maty objection:, are misplaced as the Tribunal is 
adjudicating upon this reference as is desired by the 
Appropriate Government and not on the asking of the 
workman. Whether there existed the relationship of 
employee and employer be-ween the parries or whether 
die workman has the cauce a s'action to ora ‘.tin his claim, 
are the questions which are interwoven with the question 
of termination of services of the workman. So shall get 
decided automatically by the answer to the reference. 

As-rcgnids the question, w nether the Management 
w; an 'industry or not, 1 feei the plea taken by die Management 
is without any merit The answer to the plea of the 


Management is contained in the famous judgement of 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the case “Bangalore 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board versus A Rajappa 
reported as 1978 Lab IC 778”. The seven judges bench 
ruled that “Industry” means an establishment where there 
is a (i) systematic activity, (ii) organized by the co-operation 
between employer and employee, (iii) for production and/ 
or distribution of goods and services calculated to satisfy 
human wants and wishes. Absence of profit motive or 
gainful objective is irrelevant, be the venture in public, 
joint, private or other sector. The true focus is functional 
and the decisive test is the nature of the activity with special 
emphasis on the employer-employee relations. According 
to‘their Lordships Professions, clubs, education 
institutions, co-operatives, research institutes, charitable 
projects and other kindred adventures, if fulfilled the triple 
tests cannot be exempted from the scope of ‘Industry’. 
Applying these tests it cannot be said that the Management 
is not an industry. In their own pleadings the Management 
admitted that they were engaged in research work and that 
they followed their pursuit with the help of Research 
scholars and the labourers. Their stand that they are not 
engaged in commercial activity is of no consequence, in 
the face of the Judgement referred to above. The preliminary 
objections raised by the Management are therefore, of no 
merit and are rejected. 

The question which now requires consideration is 
whether the Management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal had terminated the services of Shri Suresh 
Pal, casual worker w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988 and if so whether 
their action was legal and justified. If not what relief the 
workman is entitled to and from what date. The 
Management in reply to the claim of the workman stated 
that the workman had not worked with the Management 
after 1st of January, 1988 and after 1st of April, 1988 the 
labour work used to be given to different contractors. They 
made evasive reply to the claim of the workman that he had 
continuously worked for the Management upto 31st of 
Dec., 1990. They only claimed that the workman had not 
worked for them after 1st of January, 1988. What about the 
earlier period till 31 st of Dec., 1987. The workman produced 
Shri Tej Ram, Assistant Administrative Officer of the 
Management as his witness who produced the Muster roll 
and other record and stated that as per record the workman 
had worked fpr the Management on days as shown in 
statement exhibit Wl. As per this document the workman 
had serv ed the Management upto March, 1988. Counting 
backward he worked for the Management 24 days in 
September, 1987, 9 days in August, 1987,19 days in May, 
1987,9 days in July 1987, 5 days in August, 1987,24 days 
in September, 1987 i.e. for 81 days in total. The workman 
has not produced any evidence to belie this claim of the 
Management and to prove that he had served the 
Management for 240 days 12 months preceding the date of 
termination of his sendees on 1st April, 1988 as is claimed 
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by Him in his pl eading s. The workman has thus failed to 
show that he was entitled to the protection as envisaged 
by Section 25-F of the Act. 

Mr. R.C. Meena who appeared as witness for the 
Management in his statement admitted that the workman 
was not given notice before changing his service 
conditions. The Management made evasive reply to the 
claim of the workman that before terminating his services 
the Mana g ement had not given him notice showing the 
reasons for terminating his services. There is also no 
evidence on record to show that the Management had 
paid retrenchment compensation to the workman before 
term inating his services or had paid the wages for the notice 
period. The Management therefore, did not comply with 
the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act but they were not 
supposed to comply with the same for the reason that the 
workman had not worked for the Management for 240 
days before the termination of his services w.e.f. 1st April, 

1988. The disengagement of the workman was, therefore, 
legal and justified. The workman is entitled to no relief. The 
reference is answered against him. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 27 2007 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3119.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. Nq. 1093/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/86/93-IR(DU)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kui dip Singh, Presiding Officer 


Case LD. No. 1093/2005 
Registered on: 21-9-2005 
Date of Decision : 14-7-2007 

Ram Chander S/o Shri Munshi Ram 
R/oMilage Bijida, Roram, 

District Kamal ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, 

CSSRI, Kamal ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the .Workman Shri R.P. Rana, Advocate 

For the Management : Shri R.K. Sharma, Advocate 
AWARD 

Vide their order No. L-42012/86/93-IR (D.U.) dated 
31st October, 1994, Ministry of Labour, Government of 
India referred the following dispute for the adjudication of 
this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the Management of Central 
Soil Salinity Research Institute, Kamal in terminating 
the services of Shri Ram Chander, Casual Worker 
w.e.f. 1st April, 1988 is legal and justified ? If not, 
what relief he is entitled to and from what date V 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their counsel and filed their 
respective claim in the form of Claim Statement, reply to the 
Haim Statement replication, the workman's affidavit The 
management has also filed the affidavit of Shri Rounak 
Ram their Assistant Administrative Officer in support of 
their claim besides that of Shri Tej Ram, Assistant 
Administrative Officer. 

It is on record that before the proceedings of the 
case could advance the Management filed an application 
for permission to amend their Written Statement. They also 
filed affidavit of Shri R.C. Meena, Senior Administrative 
Officer in support of thdr claim The workman appeared as 
a witness whereas the Management examined S/Shri Tej 
Ram and R.C. Meena as their witnesses. At the request of 
the manag ement they were allowed to amend their Written 
Petition and incorporate the plea that since the Management 
is not an Industry, the present reference is not maintaina ble 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to adjudicate upon 
the said reference. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined service 
with the Management on daily wages in the year 1982 and 
he served them upto 31st Dec., 1990. The Management, all 
of a sudden refused the employment to the workman on 
1st January, 1991; that he had joined the service with the 
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Management on being sponsored by the employment 
exchange. He was, however, paid small amount as daily 
wages although he performed the same job, which 
permanent Class IV employees of the Management 
performed as Peon, Beldar and Chowkidar. He repeatedly 
represented for being regularized in service. Though he 
was interviewed, but was not adjusted on regular basis. He 
had served the Management for 240 days in more than one 
year especially in the year 1988-89 and 1990. Before 
terminating the services, the Management neither gave 
him the notice nor conveyed the reasons to terminate his 
services; that the workman along with co-workers 
approached the CAT, but since there was a question of 
disputed facts, therefore, he withdrew the petition. The 
workman claims the relief on the ground that the 
Management being a limb of Indian Council of Agriculture 
Research is an Industry and the workman having served 
them for 240 days in a year deserves his regularization and 
could not be terminated without following the provisions 
of I.D. Act, 1947 to be called “Act” in short. The 
‘Management acted in an arbitrary manner with colorable 
exercise of their powers and favoritism in selecting those 
who were related to the officers of the Management, 
ignoring the claim of those who had joined the service 
through the Employment Exchange. Rebutting the claim of 
the Management in anticipation, it is further stated by him 
that the instructions of Government of India, to get the 
work done though the contractor, were not applicable to 
the workman since the same were effective from 1 st April, 
1988 and since the workman had served the Management 
for 240 days, therefore, the termination of his services was 
violative of the Provisions of the Act He has further claimed 
that during the conciliation proceedings the Management 
maintained a stubborn attitude and did not offer an 
employment to the workman stating that they get work 
done through the contractor, therefore, no work was 
available for which the workman can be engaged. 

The Management in their reply has claimed that from 
1st April, 1988, the Management had introduced a 
contractual system for getting the work done and obtained 
certificate of registration, therefore, there was no question 
of engaging the workman for any labour Work. They have 
further claimed that the petition is time barred having no 
cause of action or locus standi. It is also claimed by them 
that the workman is estopped, by his own conduct, to 
prosecute the present petition. It is also claimed that the 
Management is not an Industry, therefore, also the reference 
is bad and this Tribunal does not possess the jurisdiction 
to decide the issue. 

On merits it is stated by them that the workman had 
never worked for the management after 1st January, 1988. 
The Management has destroyed the muster rolls/ 
attendance rolls pertaining to the earlier period as a follow 
up the decision taken by the committee on 31st Dec., 1986. 
It was the contractor who enjoyed control over his labour 


and the Management did not have any direct concern with 
them. Relying upon the judgement of Punjab and Haryana 
High, Court, in the case of National Fertilizer Ltd. Vs. 
Presiding Officer and others, reported as 1990(3) Recent 
Judgements, 276, it is claimed by the Management that, so 
as to declare a workman as the employee of the Management 
the Tribunal should apply the test of whether the worker 
engaged produced goods or services and the services were 
so required for carrying on the business; and whether the 
Management had economic control over the workers; that 
the workman was not the employee of the Management so 
is not entitled to any relief; that the Management though 
an autonomous body, but followed the rules of Government 
of India and they were bound by the same so as to make 
appointments. It is on record that the workman was called 
for an interview, but was not selected having not come 
within the criteria fixed They denied that the workman had 
served in the year 1989 and 1990 for 240 days. They further 
denied that they had terminated the services of the 
workman. Since the work had been allotted to the 
contractors, so it was duty to engage the labour. They 
further denied that the Management had ever asked the 
workman on 1st January, 1991 that they have no work for 
him nor they employed any other workman after 1st April, 
1988. They have further denied that they had terminated 
the services of the workman or" had employed workmen 
after 1st April, 1988. They further denied the other 
contentions of the workman and submitted that the claim 
of the workman may be dismissed with costs. 

In his replication the workman did not raise any new 
claim. He claimed that the workman was working with the 
Management till the introduction of contractual system 
and by then he had put in more than 240 days service, 
therefore, his services could not be terminated. He denied 
that he was a valid contractor or had worked under the 
contractor till his termination. He rather getting salary from 
the Management and no contractor intervened in their 
relationship. Claiming that the along with other retrenched 
workers had approached the CAT through an original 
application he stated that the same was withdrawn later 
on The workman had vigorously followed his case so there 
was no question of his claim having been barred by his 
limitation. He further disputed the application of principle 
of estopped against him and stated that the workman had 
served the Management during his youth and now they 
cannot ignore that fact. He claimed that he had been 
engaged through employment exchange and the 
Management has to explain as to how they continued taking 
service from him along with others, till 31 st Dec., 1990. He 
disputed the claim of the Management that they did not 
possess the muster rolls from the year 1987 to 1990. As per 
their own saying they had destroyed the record only for 
the period up to 1986. The fact that the Management has 
failed to disclose the name of the contractor who had 
worked for them. He has further claimed that in view of the 
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judgement of Honble Supreme Court reported as 1992(4) 
SLR 770 with title State of Haryana Vs. Piara Singh and 
others, the workman had the right of consideration for 
regularization, having served the Management for a long 
time The Management, therefore, violated the provisions 
of the Act and disengaged the services of those who had 
served the Management for 18 years and above. He further 
claimed that he was entitled to know the reasons for his 
disengagement; and that the Management has the posts 
of Chowkidars, Peons, Sweepers and etc. in Class IV 
category and the workman is ready to work on any other 
post. 

1 have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the counsel for the parties. 

The Management has raised a number of preliminary 
objections to the maintainability of the reference. Itis their 
claim that the claim made is barred by limitation; that the 
workman has no cause of action to maintain the same; that 
the workman is estopped to raise the claim by his own 
conduct; that workman has no locus standi to file the 
present claim. They have further claimed that since there 
existed no relationship of employer and employee between 
the parties and the management had introduced the 
contractual system w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988, therefore, the 
dispute is not maintainable. The last preliminary objection 
raised by them is that the Management is not an industry 
since it carries on the activity of research in a systematic 
manner. It is not engaged in the work of trade and business 
nor it is engaged in the production or distribution of 
services to satisfy the human wants and wishes. According 
to them they are engaged in the research work so are not 
an industry. 

I have considered the preliminary objections raised. 
After going through the record of the file I feel that the 
Management has not seriously contested the preliminary 
objections. They have not produced any evidence to show 
that the claim of the workman is barred by limitation or he 
has no cause of action to maintain the reference. To me the 
preliminary objections are misplaced as the Tribunal is 
adjudicating upon this reference as is desired by the 
Appropriate Government and not on the asking of the 
workman. Whether there existed the relationship of 
employee and employer between the parties or whether 
the workman has the cause of action to maintain his claim, 
are the questions which are interwoven with the question 
of termination of services of the workman. So shall get 
decided automatically by the answer to the reference. 

As regards the question, whether the Management 
is an industry or not I feel the plea taken by the Management 
is without any merit. The answer to the plea of the 
Management is contained in the famous judgement of 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the case “Bangalore 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board Vs. A Rajappa reported 
as 1978 Lab IC 778.” The seven judges bench ruled that 
“Industry” means an establishment where there is (i) a 


systematic activity, (ii) organized by the co-operation 
between employer and employee, (iii) for production and/ 
or distribution of goods and services calculated to satisfy 
human wants and wishes. Absence of profit motive or 
gainful objective is irrelevant, be the venture in public, 
joint, private or other sector. The true focus is functional 
and the decisive test is the nature of the activity with special 
emphasis on the employer-employee relations. According 
to their Lordships Professions, clubs, education 
institutions, co-operatives, research institutes, charitable 
projects and other kindred adventures, if fulfilled the triple 
tests cannot be exempted from the scope of ‘Industry’. 
Applying these tests it cannot be said that the Management 
is not an industry. In their own pleadings the Management 
admitted that they were engaged in research work and that 
they followed their persuit with the help of Research 
scholars and the labourers. Their stand, that they are not 
engaged in commercial activity is of no consequence, in 
the face of the Judgement referred to above. The preliminary 
objections raised by the Management are therefore, of no 
merit and axe rejected. 

The question which now requires consideration is 
whether the Management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal had terminated the services of Shri Ram 
Chander, casual worker w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988 and if so 
whether their action was legal and justified. If not what 
relief the workman is entitled to and from what date. The 
Management in reply to the claim of the workman stated 
that the workman had not worked with the Management 
after 1st of January, 1988 and after 1st of April, 1988 the 
labour work used to be given to different contractors. They 
made evasive reply to the claim of the workman that he had 
continuously worked for the Management upto 31st of 
Dec., 1990. They only claimed that the workman had not 
worked for them after 1st of January, 1988. What about the 
earlier period till 31st ofDec., 1987. The workman produced 
Shri Tej Ram Assistant Administrative Officer of the 
Management as his witness who produced the Muster 
Roll and other record and stated that as per record the 
workman had worked for the Management on days as 
shown in statement exhibit Wl. As per this document the 
workman had served the Management up to March, 1988. 
Counting backward he worked for the Management 82 days 
in the year - 32; 22 days in March, 1988; 18 days in Feb, 
1988; 27 days in January, 1988; 10 days, in Dec., 1987; 25 
days in November, 1987; 22 days in Sep, 1987; 26 days in 
July, 87; 21 days in June, 24 days in May, 87 i.e. for 199. 
days in total. The workman has not produced airy evidence 
to belie this claim of the Management and to prove that he 
had served the Management for 240 days 12 months 
preceding the date of termination of his services on 1st 
April, 1988 as is claimed by him in his pleadings. The 
workman has thus failed to show that he was entitled to 
the protection as envisaged by Section 25-F of the Act. 
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Mr. RC. Meena who appeared as witness for the 
Management in his statement admitted that the workman 
was not given notice before changing his service 
conditions. The Management made evasive reply to the 
claim of the workman that before terminating his services 
the Management had not given him notice showing the 
reasons for terminating his services. There is also no 
evidence on record to show that the Management had 
paid retrenchment compensation to the workman before 
terminating his services or had paid the wages for the notice 
period. The Management therefore, did not comply with 
the provisions of section 25-F of the Act but they were not 
supposed to comply with the same for the reason that the 
workman had not worked for the Management for 240 
days before the termination of his services w.e.f. 1 st April, 
1988. The disengagement of the workman was, therefore, 
legal and justified. The workman is entitled to no relief. The 
reference is answered against him. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M ft?#, 27 faflWU, 2007 
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cFT 14) qrcr 17 % rit&T 

afa %-srK srphrS 

^ II, ^-sImcS 

1091/2005) ^ TO%T wit, 

27-9-2007 W<T TT3TT *JT I 

[U 1^-42012/114/93-anf 3TR ("Srij) ] 

3i(qcf)i0 

New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3120.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1091/ 
2005) of Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kama! and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-42012/114/93-IR(DU)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-B, 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 


CaseLD. No. 1091/2005 
Registered on: 21-9-2005 
Date of Decision : 14-7-2007 

Sham Singh S/o Shri Ram Singh, 

R/o House No. 879, 

Chandigarh ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, 

CSSRI, Kamal ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri R.P. Rana, Advocate 
For the Management : Shri R.K. Sharma, Advocate 
AWARD 

Vide their order No. L-42012/114/93-IR (DU) dated 
30th Sept 1994, Ministry of Labour, Government of India 
referred the following dispute for the adjudication of this 
Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the Management of Central 
Soil Salinity Research Institute, Kamal in terminating 
the services of Shri Sham Singh, Casual Worker w.e.f. 
31st Dec., 1987 is legal and justified ? If not, what 
relief he is entitled to and from what date V 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their Counsel and filed their 
respective claims in the form of Claim Statement, reply to 
the Claim Statement, replication, the workman's affidavit. 
The Management has also filed the affidavit of Shri Rounak 
Ram, their Assistant Administrative Officer in support of 
their claim besides that of Shri Tej Ram, Assistant 
Administrative Officer. 

It is on record that before the proceedings of the 
case could advance the Management filed an application 
for permission to amend their Written Statement. They also 
filed affidavit of Shri R.C. Meena, Senior Administrative 
Officer in support of their claim. The workman appeared as 
a witness the Management examined S/Shri Tej Ram and 
R.C. Meena as their witnesses. At the request of the 
Management they were allowed to amend their Written 
Petition and incorporate the plea that since the Management 
is not an Industry, the present reference is not maintainable 
and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to adjudicate upon 
the said reference. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined service 
with the Management on daily wages in the year 1982 and 
he served them upto 31st Dec., 1990. The Management all, 
of a sudden refused the employment to the workman on 
1st January, 1991; that he had joined the service with the 
Management on being sponsored by the employment 
exchange. He was, however, paid small amount as daily 





['TFTIJ—Sfe3(ii)] 


HTriT^T Tr^PT* : 3TOJ3R 20, 2007/«Tff^R 28, 1929 


9021 


wages although he performed the same job, which 
permanent Class IV employee of the Management 
performed as Peon, Beldar and Chowkidar. He repeatedly 
represented for being regularized in service. Though he 
w as interviewed, but was not adjusted on regular basis. He 
had served the Management for 240 days in more than one 
year especially in the year 1988-89 and 1990. Before 
terminating the services, the Management neither gave 
him the notice nor conveyed the reasons to terminate his 
services; that the workman along with co-workers 
approached the CAT, but since there was a question of 
disputed facts, therefore, he withdrew the petition. The 
workman claims the relief on the ground that the 
Management being a limb of Indian Council of Agriculture 
Research is an Industiy and the workman having served 
them for 240 days in a year deserves his regularization and 
could not be terminated without following the provisions 
of I D. Act, 1947 to be called “Afct” in short. The 
Management acted in an arbitrary manner with colorable 
exercise of their powers and favouritism in selecting those 
who were related to the officers of the Management, 
ignoring the claim of those who had joined the service 
through the Employment Exchange. Rebutting the claim of 
the Management in anticipation, it is further stated by him 
that the instructions of Government of India, to get the 
work done through the contractor, were not applicable to 
the workman since the same were effective from 1 st April, 

1988 and since the workman had served the Management 
for 240 days, therefore, the termination of his services was 
violative of the provisions of the Act. He has further claimed 
that during the conciliation proceedings the Management 
maintained a stubborn attitude and did not offer an 
employment to the workman stating that they get work 
done through the contractor, therefore, no work was 
available for which the workman can be engaged. 

The Management in their reply has claimed that from 
1st April, 1988, the Management had introduced a 
contractual system for getting the work done and obtained 
certificate of registration, therefore, there was no question 
of engaging the workman for any labour work. They have 
further claimed that the petition is time barred having no 
cause of action or locus standi. It is also claimed by them 
that the workman is estopped, by his own conduct, to 
prosecute the present petition. It is also claimed that the 
Management is not an Industry, therefore, also the reference 
is bad and this Tribunal does not possess the jurisdiction 
to decide the issue. 

On merits it is stated by them that the workman had 
never worked for the Management after 1st January, 1988 
The Management has destroyed the muster rolls/ 
attendance rolls pertaining to the earlier period as a follow' 
up the decision taken by the committee on 31st Dec., 1986. 

It was the contractor who enjoyed control over his labour 
and the Management did not have any direct concern with 
them. Relying upon the judgement of Punjab and Haryana 


High Court, in the case of National Fertilizer Ltd. Vs. 
Presiding Officer and others, reported as 1990(3) Recent 
Judgements, 276, it is claimed by the Management that, so 
as to declare a workman as the employee of the Management 
the Tribunal should apply the test of whether the worker 
engaged produced goods or services and the services were 
so required for carrying on the business; and whether the 
Management had economic control over the workers; that 
the workman was not the employee of the Management so 
is not entitled to any relief; that the Management though 
an autonomous body, but followed the rules of Government 
of India and they were bound by the same so as to make 
appointments. It is on record that the workman was called 
for an interview, but was not selected having not come 
within the criteria fixed. They denied that the workman had 
served in the year 1989 and 1990 for 240 days. They further 
denied that they had terminated the services of the 
workman. Since the work had been allotted to the 
contractors, so it was his duty to engage the labour. They 
further denied that the Management had ever asked the 
workman on 1st January, 1991 that they have no work for 
him nor they employed any other workman after 1 st April, 
1988. They have fiirther denied that they had terminated 
the services of the workman or had employed workmen 
after 1st April, 1988. They further denied the %ther 
contentions of the workman and submitted that the claim 
of the workman may be dismissed with costs. 

In his replication the workman did not raise any new 
claim. He claimed that the workman was working with the 
Management till the introduction of contractual system 
and by then he had put in more than 240 days service, 
therefore, his services could not be terminated. He denied 
that he was a valid contractor or had worked under the 
contractor till his termination. He was rather getting salary 
from the Management and no contractor intervened in their 
relationship. Claiming that he along with other retrenched 
workers had approached the CAT through an original 
application he stated that the same was withdrawn later 
oa The workman had vigorously followed his case so there 
was no question of his claim having been barred by his 
limitation. He further disputed the application of principle 
of estopped against him and stated that the workman had 
serv ed the Management during his youth and now they 
cannot ignore that fact. He claimed that he had been 
engaged through employment exchange and the 
Management has to explain as to how they continued taking 
service from him along with others, till 31 st Dec., 1990. He 
disputed the claim of the Management that they did not 
possess the muster rolls from the year 1987 to 1990. As per 
their own saying they had destroyed the record only for 
the period upto 1986. The fact that the Management has 
failed to disclose the name of the contractor who had 
worked for them. He has further claimed that in view of the 
judgement of Hon'ble Supreme Court reported as 1992(4) 
SLR 770 with title State of Haryana Vs. Piara Singh and 
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others, the workman had the right of consideration for 
regularization, having served the Management for a long 
time. The Management, therefore, violated the provisions 
of the Act and disengaged the services of those who had 
served the Management for 18 years and above. He further 
claimed that he was entitled to know the reasons for his 
disengagement; and that the Management has the posts 
of Chowkidars, Peons, Sweepers and etc. in Class IV 
category and the workman is ready to work on any other 
post. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the counsel for the parties. 

The Management has raised a number of preliminary 
objections to the maintainability of the reference. It is their 
claim that the claim made is barred by limitation; that the 
w orkman has no cause of action to maintain the same; that 
the workman is estopped to raise the claim by his own 
conduct; that workman has no locus standi to file the 
present claim. They have further claimed that since there 
existed no relationship of employer and employee between 
the parties and the management had introduced the 
contractual system w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988, therefore, the 
dispute is not maintainable. The last preliminary objection 
raised by them is that the Management is not an industry 
since it carries on the activity of research in a systematic 
manner. It is not engaged in the work of trade and business 
nor it is engaged in the production or distribution of 
services to satisfy the human wants and wishes. According 
to them they are engaged in the research work so are not 
an industiy. 

I have considered the preliminary objections raised. 
After going through the record of the file I feel that the 
Management has not seriously contested the preliminaty 
objections. They have not produced any evidence to show 
that the claim of the workman is barred by limitation or he 
has no cause of action to maintain the reference. To me the 
preliminary objections are misplaced as the Tribunal is 
adjudicating upon this reference as is desired by the 
Appropriate Government and not on the asking of the 
workman. Whether there existed the relationship of 
employee and employer between the parties or whether 
the workman has the cause of action to maintain his claim, 
are the questions which are interwoven with the question 
of termination of sendees of the workman. So shall get 
decided automatically by the answer to the reference. 

As regards the question, whether the Management 
is an industry' or not, I feel the plea taken by the Management 
is without any merit. The answer to the plea of the 
Management is contained in the 1 famous judgement of 
Hon ble Supreme Court of India in the case “Bangalore 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board versus A Rajappa 
reported as 1978 Lab IC 778”. The seven judges bench 
; uled that "Industry " means an establishment where there 
is a (i) systematic activity; (ii) organized by'the co-operation 
between employer and employee, (iii) for production and/ 
or distribution of goods and services calculated to satisfy 


human wants and wishes. Absence of profit motive or 
gainful objective is irrelevant, be the venture in public, 
joint, private or other sector. The true focus is functional 
and the decisive test is the nature of the activity with special 
emphasis on the employer-employee relations. According 
to their Lordships Professions, clubs, education 
institutions, co-operatives, research institutes, charitable 
projects and other kindred adventures, if fulfilled the triple 
tests cannot be exempted from the scope of ‘Industry’. 
Applying these tests it cannot be said that the Management 
is not an industry. In their own pleadings the Management 
admitted that they were engaged in research work and that 
they followed their pursuit with the help of Research 
scholars and the labourers. Their stand that they are not 
engaged in commercial activity is of no consequence, in 
the face of the Judgement referred to above. The preli minar y 
objections raised by the Management are therefore, of no 
merit and are rejected. 

The questioft which now requires consideration is 
whether the Management of Central Soil Salinity Research 
Institute, Kamal had terminated the services of Shri Sham 
Singh, casual worker w.e.f. 1st of April, 1988 and if so 
whether their action was legal and justified. If not what 
relief the workman is entitled to and from what date. The 
Management in reply to the claim of the workman stated 
that the workman had not worked with the Management 
after 1st of January, 1988 and after 1st of April, 1988 the 
labour work used to be given to different contractors. They 
made evasive reply to the claim of the workman that he had 
continuously worked for the Management upto 31st of 
Dec., 1990. They only claimed that the workman had not 
worked for them after 1st of January, 1988. What about the 
earlier period till 31st of Dec., 1987. The workman produced 
Shri Tej Ram Assistant Administrative Officer of the 
Management as his witness who produced the Muster roll 
and other record and stated that as per record the workman 
had worked for the Management on days as shown in 
statement exhibit W1. As per this document the workman 
had not served the Management on any day during 12 
months preceding 31st March, 1988. The workman has not 
produced any evidence to belie this claim of the 
Management and to prove that she had served the 
Management for 240 days 12 months preceding the date of 
termination of her services on 1st April, 1988 as is claimed 
by him in his pleadings. The workman has not produced 
any evidence to belie this claim of the Management and to 
prove that he had served the Management for 240 days 12 
months preceding the date of termination of his services 
on 1 st April, 1988 as is claimed by him in his pleadings. The 
workman has thus failed to show that he was entitled to 
the protection as envisaged by Section 25-F of the Act. 

- Mr. R.C. Meena who appeared as witness for the 
Management in his statement admitted that the workman 
was not given notice before changing his service 
conditions. The Management made evasive reply to the 
claim of the workman that before terminating his services 
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the Management had not given him notice showing the 
reasons for terminating his services. There is also no 
evidence on record to show that the Management had 
paid retrenchment compensation to the workman before 
terminating his services or had paid the wages for the notice 
period. The Management therefore, did not comply with 
the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act but they were not 
supposed to comply with the same for the reason that the 
workman had not worked for the Management for 240 
days before the termination of his services w.e.f. 1st April, 
1988. The disengagement of the workman was, therefore, 
legal and justified. The workman is entitled to no relief. The 
reference is answered against him. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M 27 facP^TC, 2007 

^T. 3TT. 3121.—1947 (1947 
14) ^ *tRt 17 % *K«|JK H«IKI 

firing afofrfw 

srfwwsw -amm -4. 2 , % w r. 

869/2005) ^ TT^nfTRT f, ^ %-iOM 

27-9-2007 WZf 13TT «TT I 

[R. 1^-12012/233/95-^3TR (^-11)] 

New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 * 

S.O. 3121. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 869/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Punjab and Sind Bank, and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-12012/233/95-IR (B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

C ENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 

CUM-LABOUR COURT-If CHANDIGARH 
Shri KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
CaseLD. No. 869/2005 
Registered on: 9-9-2005 
Date of Order : 14-8-2007 

Guibax Singh S/o Shri Kapoor Singh, 

C/o Shri Mukhtiar Singh, 

• Street No. 7, Shiv Colony, 

Kaithal Road, Kamal .. Petitioner 

Versus 


Punjab and Sind Bank, 

Through the Manager, 

Punjab and Sind Bank, 

Assandh, District Kamal ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 
For the Workman : In person 
For the Management : Shri J. S. Sethi, Advocate 
AWARD 

Vide their order No. L-12012/233/95-IR (B-II) dated 
7th January, 1997, Ministry of Labour, Government of India 
referred the following dispute for the adjudication of this 
Tribunal: 

“whether the action of the Management of Punjab 
and Sind Bank in terminating the services of 
Shri Guibax Singh ex-daily wager, peon w.e.f. 17th 
October, 1993 is just, fair and legal ? If not, to what 
relief the said workman entitled ?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
Directing them to put up their respective cases. In response 
thereto, the workman filed his Claim Petition and the 
Management reply thereto. The workman filed his affidavit 
supporting his claim. He also placed on record the copies 
of the documents. The Management filed the affidavit of 
Nasib Singh Manager of the Management in support of 
their claim. They also submitted photocopies of the record 
duly certified as detailed in their letter dated 24th March, 
2006. The workman appeared as a witness and the 
management produced Messrs. Nasib Singh and Narinder 
Pal Jain as their witnesses. The parties also addressed the 
arguments in support of their pleadings. 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined service 
with the Management on 24th August, 1992 as Peon on 
daily wages basis, in compliance to the appointment letter 
dated 22nd August, 1992. He continuously worked for the 
Management for more than 240 days and liis services were 
terminated on 17th October, 1993 without following the 
procedure as laid down in Sections 25-F, G and H of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, in short “Act’. The 
Management did not issue him notice indicating the reasons 
for terminating his services nor they paid him wages for 
the notice period. They also did not pay him the 
retrenchment compensation. It is further claimed by him 
that the management terminated his services but retained 
Raunki Ram, who was junior to him and thereby violated 
Section 25-G of the Act. They also made fresh appointments 
without providing opportunity to the workman and thus 
further violated the provisions of Sections 25-G and H of 
the Act They adopted unfair labour practice for terminating 
the services as the post on which he was working still 
exits They also made fresh recruitments and retained his 
juniors in serv ice. 
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The Management has opposed the claim of the 
workman stating that the workman was engaged as a Casual 
labour during 1992, 1993 but intermittently as and when 
required basis and he used to be paid wages after every 5, 
6 days. Neither he was appointed as a Peon. He had also 
not given appointment or relieving orders. His attendance 
was also not marked nor he served the Management for 
240 days continuosly. They denied that the services of the 
w orkman were terminated on 17th October, 1993. Since the 
services of the workman were no more required therefore, 
he was not further engaged. They further denied that the 
Management had retained Rounaki Ram, junior of the 
workman and since the engagement of the workman was 
as a casual labour, he did not acquire a right to hold the. 
post as the engagement of the workman was not in 
accordance with the recruitment process. His engagement 
was from the labour market so there was no question of 
maintaining his seniority list. They prayed that the claim of 
the workman be rejected since he is not entitled to any 
relief. 

In support of his claim the workman came in the 
witness box and proved his affidavit W-l and documents 
W-2 to W-4. He admitted that he had not made any 
application for appointment as peon nor the said post was 
advertised. Also no interview for that post was conducted, 
but he was appointed on daily wages. He had been given 
the appointment letter exhibit W-2. He admitted that he 
was paid wages at the rate of Rs. 30 per day, as labour 
charges and he had never objected that he is being paid as 
labour charges. He claimed that his juniors Kulwant and 
Raunki Rant were retained by the Management. 

As against to it the manage merit produced Nasib 
Singh is their witness who admitted the correctness of 
documents W-2 and W-3, saying that those were issued 
by the Management. He admitted that the vvorkman was 
appointment on 24th August. 1992 and he worked upto 
26th Feb.. 1993. Again he worked from 2nd January.. 1993 
to 14th Sep . 1993. He was not paid wages for the holidays 
and Sundays. He was paid wages to vouchers against the 
Head General G orges”. Ho admitted that no notice of 
termination of service was given to the vvorkman nor he 
was pa»d retrenchment compensation as the same were not 
required to be paid. He claimed that Rounaki Ram w as not 
appointed after the termination of services of the workman 
nor he is working with the Bank in Assaudh Branch. The 
Management produced another witness Narinder Pal Jain 
who also made a similar statement. He showed his inability 
to identify the signatures of the officer who signed W-2 
and W-3. He also failed to identify the signatures on 
documents W-4 and W-5 as the original was not before 
him. He admitted that if the matter is subjudice in that case, 
l lie record is not destroyed. He further stated that there is 
no peon working in his Branch and the work is being done 
by guard-cum-Peon who is engaged on regular basis. 


The perusal of the documents exhibits W-2 and 
W-3, were not read in connection show that on the 
directions of Regional Manager, Shri Gurbax Sin gh was 
appointed as temporary peon by the manager Assandh 
(Karnal) Branch on 22nd August, 1992, on daily wages 
basis, who resumed his duties on the same day. W-3 shows 
that thewvorkman continuously worked as temporary peon 
upto 8th October, 1993. Document W-4 read with photo¬ 
stat copies of S.B. Account No. 5504 and copies of 
vouchers placed on record show that the workman was 
paid wages as General Charges, for six days a week from 
24th August, 1992 to 26th Feb., 1993 and as per the copies 
of the pass book an amount of Rs. 180 was transferred to 
bis, account almost every week till 26th July, 1993. If we 
connect this piece of evidence with the statement of Nasib 
Singh witness of the Management it becomes clear that 
the workman had served the Management from 24th 
August, 1992 upto Sep., 1993. It is thus proved that the 
workman had served the Management for 240 days 12 
months preceding the date of his disengagement. MW 
Nasib Singh admitted that before his disengagement the 
Management had not issued any notice to the workman 
nor he was paid retrenchment compensation or wages for 
the notice period. They, therefore, did not follow the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act before terminating 
his services. 

The claim of the Management is that since the 
engagement of the workman was as a daily wager, as and 
when need basis, there was no question of nis 
disengagement rather he got disengaged every day the 
close of the day and was reappointed on subsequent 
occasion. It is also claimed by them that since the 
engagement of the workman was not done in accordance 
with the rules and by following the procedure meant for 
recruitment of sub-staff in the Banks, therefore, his 
engagement was back door entry so he was not entitled to 
the relief of regularization. In my opinion the two grounds 
taken by them are not helpful to them for the reasons that 
in the reference the Tribunal is required to adjudicate upon 
that a workman is workman whether the workman was 
engaged by the Management and whether the disengaged 
him and whether while disengaging him they followed the 
provisions of the Act. It is now well settled whether the 
workman is a daily wager, regular, temporary or casual 
provided he continuously served the Management for 240 
days 12 months preceding the date of his engagement. He 
then comes under the umbrella of Section 25-F of the Act.. 
In this case the workman is successful to show that he had 
served the Management continuously for 240 days before 
his disengagement. He has further succeeded in showing 
that the Management did not follow the provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act before the termination of his 
serv ices. Therefore, his disengagement was in violation of 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act. The termination is, 
therefore, quashed. 
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The workman has also raised the violation of 
Section 25-G and H of the Act There js no reference about 
these violations, therefore, the Tribunal cannot go into 
this aspect. 

Since the disengagement of the workman has been 
held to be bad in law it is now be seen, as to what relief the 
workman is entitled to. After the judgement of bench of 
five judges of the Honhle Supreme Court, in the case of 
Secretary State of Karnataka and others Vs. Uma Devi 
reported as 2006 (109) FLR 8261, it is settled that any 
appointment made without following procedure and rules 
meant for recruitment, is violative of Articles 14 and 16 of 
the Indian Constitution. Such an appointment is no 
appointment in the eyes of laws. It has been found that the 
engagement of the workman was not in accordance with 
the rules and procedure laid, therefore, he has no right to 
the post on which he worked and thtfe he cannot be 
reinstated thereon. Since he had served the Management 
for 240 days in 12 months preceding the date of termination 
of his services, therefore, he earned the protection under 
Section 25-F of the Act and was entitled to retrenchment 
compensation besides wages for the notice period. 
Admittedly the notice was not given to the workman before 
terminating his services. The Management has admitted 
that the notice was not given to the workman nor he was 
paid wages for the notice period and the retrenchment 
compensation. Their claim is that the workman was a daily 
wager, therefore, the compensation was not required to be 
paid to him. This assumption of the Management was wrong. 
In the circumstances the workman is entitled to retrenchment 
compensation, the wages for the notice period, as his 
disengagement was done abruptly. He is also entitled to 
the interest on the said amount besides compensation for 
prosecuting his case for mental, economical physical 
suffering he has undergone for about 14 years. In my 
opinion -he is entitled to a compensation of Rs. 1.5 lacs 
under all these heads. The Management is directed to pay 
this amount to the workman as one time compensation 
within 3 months from the date this award becomes 
enforceable. In case of their failure the workman shall be 
entitled to interest on this amount at the rate of 9% p.a. 
from the day next on which the period of three months 
expires. 

The reference is answered in these terms. Let a copy 
of this award be sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary 
action and file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ ftc#, 27 2007 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3122. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 500/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Punjab National Bank and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on27-9-2007. 

[No. L-12012/293/94-JR(B-II)] 
RAJTNDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRTOUNAL-CTJM-LABOUR COURT-H 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Knldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
Case ID. No. 500/2005 
Registered on; 22-8-2005 

Date of Decision: 17-5-2007 

Pawan Kumar Bhardwaj, 

S/o Sh. Paritam Chand C/o General Secretary, 

Punjab National Bank Staff Uipon, 

Central Office, 47, ( 

Nehru Nagar (Model Town), 

Lu dhiana 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

Punjab National Bank, 

StaffUnion, 

Nehru Nagar (Model Town), 

Ludhiana ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Mr. Sameer Sachdeva, 

Advocate 

For the Management : Mr. N. K. Zakhmi, Advocate 
AWARD 

The Government of India vide their order No. L- 
12012/293/94-IR (B-II) dated 12th January, 1995 desired to 
know: 

“Whether the action of the Management, of PNB, 
Ludhiana in imposing the penalty of stoppage of 
two increments with cumulative effect on Shri Pawan 
Kumar Bhardwaj, Clerk-cum-Cashier vide their order 
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dated 16th May, 1992 is legal and justified ? If not, to 

what relief is the said workman entitled ?’* 

On getting the notice from this Tribunal the parties 
appeared. The workman filed his Claim Statement. The 
Management filed their Written Statement and the workman 
replication thereto. The workman filed his affidavit whereas 
the Management filed the affidavit of Sh. Gurinder Singh, 
their Manager. They also placed on record the photocopies 
of the inquiry proceedings. On behalf of the workman the 
arguments were submitted by Sh. H. C. Arora. The case 
was being listed for the evidence of the workman when it 
was brought to the notice of the Tribunal that punishment 
to the workman has been awarded after holding a domestic 
inquiry and the workman has challenged the fairness of 
the said inquiry. It was in these circumstances the case 
was directed to be listed for arguments on fairness of 
inquiry, instead for the evidence of the workman. As stated 
earlier the workman filed his Written Arguments dated 
14th Nov., 2003 whereas the Management has addressed 
the arguments orally. Both the parties have also referred to 
the law during the course of argument. 

Stated in brief the claim of the workman is that he is 
working with the Management; that he was served with a 
charge sheet on 4th Feb., 1998, by the Senior Manager, 
PNB, Malerkotla. The charge against him was that on 18th 
January, 1988 while he was working on the cash receipts, 
and received Rs. 17,000 against CC account no. 610 of 
Messrs R. S. Steel Industries, but the workman stamped 
the Receipt voucher in a manner that the amount could be 
read only as 7,000. Consequently in the receipt long book 
also the workman entered «f Rs. 7,000 only and thereby 
retained Rs. 10,000 in connivance with Sh. J. S. Jyoti, Head 
Cashier. On 19th January, 1988 when the fraud was detected 
the workman, alongwith Mr. Jyoti tampered with the record 
of the Bank, therefore, he committed gross misconduct as 
defined by Clause 19.5(J) of the Bipartite Settlement dated 
19th October, 1996. That he was given three days time to 
submit his reply to the charge sheet, which he filed on 7th 
March, 1988. However the Disciplinary Authority initiated 
the inquiry proceedings against him and appointed an 
inquiry officer; that the workman was, at that time member 
of the Central Committee of the PNB staff union which was 
spearheading agitation against the Management; that the 
workman received threats from the officer of the 
Management of victimization and the charge framed against 
him w as the result of that. 

The workman has fiirther claimed that in the inquiry 
it was found that the workman had no malafide intentions, 
at the time of issuing cash receipt. As per the inquiry report 
the mischief started w hen excess amount of Rs. 10,000 was 
found, after tallying the cash figures. It was at that time the 
workman connived with the J. S. Jayoti. 

The workman has alleged that the charge sheet was 
serv ed upon him in violation of the circulars issued by the 


Management from time to time. He was not provided with 
the finding of the inquiry officer. The Disciplinary Authority 
accepted the finding of the inquiry mindlessly and issued 
notice to the workman telling that the Disciplinary' 
Authority has concurred with the finding of the inquiry 
officer and the charge against the workman has been proved 
thus that exhibited the mind of the Disciplinary Authority 
that he had made up his mind to punish the workman and 
the tentative punishment proposed was only an eye wash; 
that one notice was issued by the Regional Manager, 
whereas the second notice was issued by the Chief 
Manager although as per the circulars of the Disciplinary' 
Authority could not be changed pending inquiry. The 
workman has also alleged that the finding of the inquiry' 
was totally baseless and the same was arrived at on the 
basis of inadmissible evidence. The inquiry officer did not 
consider the poitfts raised by the workman. The punishment 
awarded was grossly disproportionate to the misconduct 
alleged against the workman. Even otherwise the 
punishment awarded was not sanctioned by the provision 
of the bipartite settlement. The contentions raised by the 
workman were also not considered deeply. The 
Management further violated the provisions of law by 
entrusting the inquiry of the same occurrence to tw'o 
different inquiry officers to one against the workman and 
the second against J.S. Jyoti which prejudiced the 
workman. He has prayed for setting aside the order of 
punishment awarded to the workman and for the grant of 
all consequential benefits along with interest and cost of 
litigation. The claim of the workman has been opposed by 
the Management. According to them the workman was 
charge sheeted for having committed misconduct while 
working with the Management. They have alleged that on 
18th January, 1988 the workman received Rs. 17,000 from 
Messrs R. S. Steel Industries for depositing in that CC 
Account No., 610, but he with malafide intentions/stamped 
the cash receipt in such a manner that it would read only as 
7,000 and consequently showed only the receipt of 
Rs. 7,000 in the Receipt Long Book however, when in the 
evening, the cash receipt was tallied, an amount of 
Rs. 10,000 was found excess which he retained with him in 
connivance with Sh. J. S. Jayoti, Head Cashier. On 19th 
January, 1988 the workman alongwith Sh. Jayoti tempered 
with the record. In reply to the charge sheet the workman- 
admitted that on 18th January; 1988 he had received 
Rs. 17,000 from Messrs. R. S. Steel Industries and issued 
the receipt for the said amount, but due to rush of w ork he 
made the entry in the cash receipt for an amount of 
Rs. 7,000 instead of 17,000. He then claimed that the mistake 
was rectified on the same day; that the Disciplinary' 
Authority, Regional Manager, Bhatinda did not feel satisfied 
with the explanation given by the workman and an inquiry' 
was instituted against him; that in the inquiry' all charges 
were proved against the workman except the allegation 
that the workman had stamped the cash receipt with 
malafide intention so as to look the receipt for an amount 
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of Rs. 7,000. The Disciplinary Authority agreed with the 
Inquiry Officer and proposed the stoppage of two 
increments with cumulative effect against the workman. 
After giving in personal hearing the workman the 
Disciplinary Authority confirmed the proposed punishment 
on 16th May, 1992. The appeal made by the workman was 
also rejected. Contesting the claim of the workman, it is 
stated by the Management that the workman was governed 
by Bipartite settlements; that as per the circulars of the 
Management every incumbent incharge of the Branch of 
the Bank was invested with the powers of issuing charge 
sheet to the staff working under them and the Regional 
Manager became the Disciplinary Authority whereas the 
Chief Manager were made the Disciplinary Authoritiesin 
the very large Branches. In this case it is the claim of the 
Management that the workman was given full opportunity 
to defend himself and the inquiry was conducted in 
accordance with the Bipartite Settlement and provisions of 
law. They denied that the punishment was awarded to the 
workman illegally or that the charges framed against the 
workman were frivolous. They also denied that the charge 
sheet was served upon the workman, since he was the 
member of PNB Staff Union. It is also stated by them that 
the Management had given full opportunity to the workman 
during the Inquiry proceedings and he was duly represented 
by a defence representative and that the workman had 
cross examined the witnesses of the Management and also 
produced evidence in his defence. Admitting that the charge 
sheet was served upon the workman by a Senior Manager, 
they stated that the charge was served in accordance with 
circular no. 1012 dated 13th April, 1987 with the prior 
approval of the Disciplinary Authority. The workman was 
given show cause notice, the copy of the interim orders in 
terms of Bipartite settlement. He was also given full 
opportunity to defend him and made full submissions which 
he did, but he could not satisfy the Disciplinary Authority 
therefore, the punishment proposed was confirmed and 
upheld in appeal. They have claimed that Regional 
Manager, Bhatinda, was the Disciplinary Authority who 
had appointed the inquiry officer but subsequently due to 
the upgradation of the Branch, the Chief Manager, the 
Disciplinary Authority became therefore the show cause 
and final notice was issued ( to the workman by the Chief 
Manager. They denied that the workman was served with 
two chrge sheets or that the findings of the inquiry was 
based on inadmissible evidence. According to them the 
charges w r ere proved against the workman and that the 
Management had duly considered the submissions made 
by the workman in the inquiry and at the appellate stage. 
There was no prejudice caused to the workman. They have 
also claimed that the punishment awarded is not harsh and 
disproportionate to the misconduct proved against the 
workman. The inquiry conducted was fair and proper. They 
have taken preliminary objections that the workman cannot 
appear through Counsel without their consent. 


The workman filed the rejoinder/replication by which 
he claimed tliat since the Management allowed the workman 
to appear through Counsel in the proceedings, therefore, 
they cannot now withdraw the same. He reiterated that the 
workman had not committed any misconduct and the 
inquiry initiated against him was the result of revengeful 
attitude of the Management for his Trade Union activities 
as he was spearheading the agitation under the banner of 
PNB Staff Union, in his capacity as members of the 
committee. He recounted the objections raised by him 
against the inquiry report and the punishment awarded in 
the Claim Statement and submitted that the workman was 
not given opportunity to defend himself; that nobody other 
than the competent Disciplinary Authority could initiate 
the same; and that'the incharge of the Branch could issue 
charge sheet against any workman only in emergent 
situations and not otherwise. According to him the circular 
no. ,1012 was ultra vires to the provisions of Bipartite 
Settlement; that the Disciplinary Authority did not apply 
his mind to approach the inquiry report. He denied the 
contentions taken by the Management in the Written 
Statement and submitted that the workman was prejudiced 
since the evidence against him was recorded by two inquiry 
officers. Thus the consideration of the Written Statement 
was bad. So was the finding of the Inquiry Officer. He 
prayed that the penalty imposed be set aside and he may 
be given the relief as claimed. 

As stated earlier the workman supported his claim 
by his affidavit. The Management supported their claim 
with the affidavit of their witneses Gurpinder Singh, Senior 
Manager, who was the presenting officer of the 
Management during the inquiry proceedings. 

The Tribunal, at the stage, is required to examine 
whether the inquiry held against the workman was fair and 
proper. This also means whether the punishment awarded 
to the workman was proper or disproportionate to the 
misconduct alleged against the workman. After going 
through the inquiry proceedings and the pleadings of the 
parties, I am of the opinion that the inquiry held againstthe 
workman was fair and proper. The workman was served 
with the charge sheet and he was given opportunity to 
give reply to the charge sheet. The Disciplinary Authority 
appointed an inquiry officer, who entered upon the inquiry 
proceedings a notice of which was given to the workman. 
It is also on record that the workman was represented by 
defence representative during the inquiry proceedings. The 
perusal of the statements of the witness, recorded during 
the inquiry, show that the inquiry was contested seriously 
and the representative of the workman put searching 
question to the witnesses of the Management and the 
witnesses replied. The workman has foiled to point out any 
occasion when the inquiry officer did not conduct himself 
properly and the act which caused prejudice to him. the 
workman as well as the representative signed all the inquiry 
proceedings. Therefore, the workman has failed to point 
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out any lapse on the part of inquiry officer to show that the 
inquiry conducted was not fair and proper. 

In his Written Arguments, a copy of which was 
provided to the Management the workman has contented 
that since the Management did not produce representative 
of Messrs. R. S. Steel Industries, whose transaction of 
deposit of money became the cause for the inquiry against 
the workman was examined in the inquiry; therefore, the 
inquiry conducted was defective. In his support he has 
cited the judgement of Supreme Court in the case of Sushil 
Kumar Verma Vs. Union of India reported as “judgment 
today 2001 (supplementary one) SC 537”. After going 
through the judgement I am of the opinion the facts in that 
case were distinct and different. The question of examining 
a representative of the concerned customer could arise 
only when the parties disputed the amount deposited, the 
amount shown in the cash receipt as is claimed by the 
Management. In his reply the workman did not contest the 
claim of the Management that actually Rs. 17,000 were 
deposited, but only 7,000 were shown in the cash receipt 
by manipulating the stamp in such a manner. The inquiry 
officer after hearing the workman and the Management 
proved that an amount of Rs. 17,000 was deposited, but 
the receipt was stamped in such a manner that it could look 
that only Rs. 7,000 have been deposited. The inquiry officer 
held that there was no mala fide on the part of the workman 
to stamp the receipt in such a manner as is alleged but in 
view of the subsequent conduct of the workman the inquiry 
officer held that the intentions of the workman were not 
bona fide as he along with Mr. J. S. Jayoti, head cashier 
retained the amount of Rs. 10,000. He tampered with the 
record and thereby conducted in a manner unbecoming of 
an employee of the Financial Institution. Therefore, there 
is no merit in this submission of the workman. 

The workman then claimed that the chargesheet was 
serv ed on the workman by an incompetent officer. This 
submission of the workman is also without any merit in 
view of the circular no. 1012 dated 13th of April, 1987. The 
copy of the circular is on record which was issued by the 
General Manager and it reads that the circular has the 
approval of chairman and the MD and it has replaced the 
circular no. 238 dated 23rd Nov., 1983. According to this 
circular the incumbent, in charge of each office was 
empowered to issue and serve the chargesheet on the 
defaulting workman and to suspend him if considered 
necessary; but after obtaining approval of the Disciplinary 
Authority designated under para 2. Under this provision a 
Regional Manager was competent to take disciplinaiy 
action against any officer working under him and in the 
case of exceptionally very large branches the AGM and 
the Chief Manager was the competent authority. The 
workman has nowhere claimed that the incharge of his 
branch, who was Senior Manager was not the incumbent 
incharge of that Branch so was not competent to issue the 
charge sheet. During the course of inquiry he did not put 


any question to the witnesses or the person who served 
the charge sheet upon him to know that the prior approval 
of the Disciplinary Authority was not taken or not. 

The next claim of the workman is that though the 
Head Cashier Shri J. S. Jyoti was also found to be involved 
in the transaction but the inquiries against both of them 
were conducted separately although the occurrence was 
the same and thus the workman got prejudiced by the 
conduct of the Management. However, he has failed to 
show as to how he was prejudiced by being proceeded 
against separately. It was required of him to have high 
lighted the prejudice caused to him in his pleadings and 
also during the cross examination of the witnesses of the 
Management. Mere allegation that he was prejudiced is 
not sufficient. The next claim of the workman is that he was 
not provided with the copy of the inquiry report, therefore, 
he could not make proper representation. The Management 
in their Written Statement has taken categorical stand that 
the workman was served with show cause notice 
accompanied by the report of the inquiry officer. Against 
this claim of the Management the workman did not raise 
any finger. Now it does not lie in his mouth to claim that he 
had not received the copy of the inquiry report. 

I do not find any weight in the submission of the 
workman that the punishment awarded to him was bad as 
para No 19.6 sub clause D of the Bipartite Settlement 
nowhere makes mention of “increments”. It only refers to 
“increment”. This argument seems to be absurd. It is not a 
question of use of singular or plural of the increment. The 
word used would always mean the increment/increments. 
The moment the punishment is awarded that of more than 
one increment the word become plural. Therefore, I find 
that the workman has failed to show that the finding of the 
inquiry officer was absurd and the punishment awarded 
by the Disciplinary Authority was disproportionate. Even 
otherwise this Tribunal in the exercise of its judicial review 
cannot go into the correctness of the finding of facts so 
long the workman is not able to show that the findings # 
facts so arrived at by the inquiry officer was totally absurd 
and not proper. This Tribunal has very limited powers while 
exercising powers of judicial review as it is not the court of 
fact. It can only see whether the inquiry officer followed 
the provisions of law and principles of natural justice while 
Conducting the inquiry. There is nothing in the inquiry 
proceedings to show that the workman was not given proper 
opportunity to defend himself. In this view of mine I get 
support from the judgements of the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
of India reported as AIR 1998, 300,1999(1)SCT 642 and 
999-IILLJ1415. 

In view of the discussion made above I am of the 
opinion that the workman has failed to show that the action 
of the Management of PNB, Ludhiana in imposing the 
penalty of stoppage of two increments with cumulative 
effect by order dated 1992 was illegal and unjustified. He 
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is, therefore, entitled to no relief. The award is passed 
against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

M feat, 27 2007 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3123.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1013/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Punjab National Bank and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-9-2007. 

[No. L-12012/372/95-IR (B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT-0, 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
Case LD. No. 1013/2005 
Registered on: 17-9-2005 
Date of Order: 24-7-2007 

Sukhdev Singh 
S/o. Sh. Bhandari Ram, 

R/o. Maharal, 

\ District Hamirpur, HJP. ...Petitioner 

Versus 

Regional Manager, 

Punjab National Bank Ltd., 

Hamirpur, HP. ... Respondent 


APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. Raj Kaushik, 

Advocate 

For the Management : Mr. N. K. Zakhmi, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The following reference was received from Ministry 
of Labour, Government of India, vide their order No. 
L-12012/372/95-IR(B-n) dated 3rd of January, 1997; 

“Whether the action of the Management of Punjab 
National Bank represented through the regional 
manager, Puiyab National Bank Hamirpur region in 
terminating the service of Sh. Sukhdev Singh S/o 
Sh. Bhandari Ram, a part time sweeper working in 
Maharal branch of the Bank in District Hamirpur of 
H.P. is just and legal ? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to and from which date ?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through representatives and the counsel. 
The workman filed his claim petition and the Management 
their reply. The workman filed his affidavit supported by 
copies of documents. The Management also filed the 
affidavit of Shri Gurcharan Singh and placed copies of some 
documents on record such as vouchers, attendance sheets. 
The workman then made an application for a direction to 
the Management to produce so called original resignation 
letter of,the workman dated 6th of January, 1995. He also 
tendered the affidavit of his witness in support of his case. 
The Management has also filed yie affidavit of 
Shri Tejinder Kumar Sharma in support of their case. The 
workman appeared as witness in the case and also examined 
Shri Subash as his witness whereas the Management 
examined M/s Gian £h?nd, Tginder Kumar Shaima, as their 
witnesses. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submissions made by the counsel for the parries. 

The dispute which has been referred for adjudication 
relates to the termination of services of Shri Sukhdev Singh, 
a part time sweeper, working in Maharal Branch of the 
Management Bank in Hamirpur District of H P. The claim of 
the workman is that he was employd as full time peon in the 
concerned Branch on 1 st July, 1994 and he served in that 
capacity upto 5th January, 1995. He admitted that he had 
served the Management for 180 days. Thus by his own 
admission he accepted the stand of the Management that 
the workman had served them from 1st July, 1994 to 5th 
July, 1995; So it is not the case of the workman that he had 
served the Management for 240 days 12 months preceding 
the date of termination of his services so as to claim the 
protection under the I.D. Act, 1947 hereinafter, to be referred 
as “Act”. 
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The next claim of the workman is that he was 
appointed as a full time peon by the Management. He has 
not placed on record the order of his appointment 
appointing him as peon, as is claimed by him. In reply the 
Management has stated that the workman was not 
appointed as a Peon rather he was engaged as a Part Time 
Sweeper that too, in a stop gap arrangement when their 
regular sweeper, Hans Raj, remained away from his duties 
so as to fulfil his household engagement such as the 
marriage of his son etc. The Management has placed on 
record a number of vouchers certified to be true copies of 
the originals and the vouchers are shown to have been 
signed by the workman. These are exhibited as EXW-3 to 
EXW-9. The reading of these vouchers show that the 
workman was paid sweeping charges at the rate of Rs. 175 
on 30th July, 1st Sep., 23rd Sep., 24th October, 17thNov., 
1994 and 31st Jan., 1995 and 16th Feb., 1995. They have 
also placed on record photocopies of attendance register 
pertaining to July, August, Sep. to Dec., 1994 and Jan., 
1995. The copies of the statement, placed on record and 
exhibited as W-l 1 to W-16 contain the names of the persons 
who were in the employment of the Management Bank in 
those months. The attendance register does not contain 
the name of the workman so these statement do not show 
that the workman was working as a Peon with the 
Management during the period in question, as is claimed 
by him. The workman has placed on record photocopies of 
three certificates issued by the Pradhans of Maharal, but 
he did not produce the original of those documents nor the 
signatory to prove that the workman had worked as Peon 
with the Management during the period in question. 

It has been brought on record by the Management 
that the workman had left the job at his own and his services 
were not disengaged by the Management. The 
Management has further claimed that since the regular part 
time sweeper Hans Raj, had joined his duties, therefore, 
the workman got relieved automatically; and that he was 
not disengaged by the Management. Against this claim 
the workman has not produced any evidence. He has only 
claimed, in his statement, that he was recruited against the 
post of a regular safaiwala and his engagement was not a 
stop gap arrangement or that his services were disengaged 
on the arrival of the regular employee. As against to it the 
Management examined Shri Gian Chand and Tejinder Kumar 
arma as their witnesses. At the request of the workman, 
me Subhash was also examined as a witness, but their 
tatements related to a letter exhibit WW-2/1. The 
Management claimed that the workman himself had left the 


job as he demanded more wages than he was getting. The 
workman stated that he relies upon the document a cqpy 
of which he has placed on record. At his request one 
Subhash was summoned as a witness, who proved this 
documents WW-2. He stated that he had read over the 
contents of the application to the workman before he was 
signed thereon. He however, claimed that the original 
document did not contain the two lines which have been 
incorporated in it. He claimed that those two lines were 
added later on. He denied that the workman had decided 
to leave the job in case he was not paid Rs. 40 per day as 
wages. 

A perusal of the document Exhibit WW-2 shows 
that by this letter workman is shown to have asked the 
Management to increase his salary upto Rs. 40 a day 
otherwise he will leave the job at his own. It is true that the 
writing on exhibit WW-2/1 is in different hands. The 
document is not signed by the same person who had written 
the original of the application. It further shows that the 
endorsement was written by somebody else. But this letter 
definitely reads that the workman had asked for the increase 
of the wages otherwise he would leave the job. In my 
opinion this letter does not have sufficient evidentially 
value so as to dispose of the reference. The parties have 
not disputed that the workman had served from 1st July, 
1994 to 5th January, 1995. The workman has failed to rebut 
that he had been engaged against a regular post as stop 
gap arrangement as the original regular employee was not 
been attending to his duty due to his household problem. ■ 
He has also failed to show that the said sweeper had not 
joined his duties on 8th January, 1995. The workman has 
thus failed to show that it was the Management which had 
terminated his services. Moreover, the question of legality 
or illegality of termination of service could arise only if he 
had proved to have served the Management for 240 days, 
12 months preceding the date of termination of his services. 
By his own admission he had served the Management 
only for 180 days, therefore, he was not entitled to the 
protection under Section 25-F of the Act. The pre requisite 
for that protection was having served the Management for 
240 days. The workman has, therefore, failed to prove that 
his disengagement was not just and legal as the 
Management violated the provisions of the Act. The 
workman is, therefore, entitled to no relief. The award is 
passed against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate govt, and file be consigned to records after 
due completion. 


KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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i 

S.O. 3124.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 393/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Canara Bank and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
27-9-2007. 

[No. L-12012/203/90-IR (B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOUR COURT-H 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri jKuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
Case LD. No* 393/2005 
Registered on: 19-8-2005 
Date of Decision: 10-7-2007 

Suresh Kumar 

S/o. Late Sh. Trilok Chand, 

R/o. Radha Swamy Street, 

House No. BM-17/7, 

Ferozepur City ... Petitioner 

Versus 

Deputy General Manager, 

Canara Bank, 

Sector-17, , 

Chandigarh ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri I. P. Singh, 

Advocate 

For the Management : Shri K. D. Aggarwal, 
.Advocate 


AWARD 

The Government of India Ministry of Labour vide 
their order No. L-12012/203/90-IR (B-II) dated 26thDec., 
1994 referred the following dispute for adjudication:— 

“whether the action of the Management of Canara 
Bank, Chandigarh in terminating the services of 
Shri Suresh Kumar, Peon-cum-Coolie is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief the said workman 
entitled ?” 

The parties joined the issue after getting the notice 
of the reference and have filed their respective claims in 
the shape of Claim Petition, reply to the Claim Petition and 
the replication. They have also supported their respective 
pleadings, the workman with his own affidavit and the 
Management with the affidavits of ShriK. Sudhindra, Senior 
Manager of the Management and other witnesses. The 
workman has also given the detail of the working days on 
which he served the Management from the year 1984 to 
1989. There are also on record photocopies of documents, 
not containing the title thereof, but it contains the 
information about the daily wagers who worked for the 
Management during the year 1989 to 1992. The Management 
has also filed the affidavits of Shri G. S. Khera, S. N. Khurshi 
and V. K Kohli for the Management. Both, the workman 
and Shri V K Kohli, appeared and made oral statements 
too. - 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the submission made by the parties and the law referred to 
by them. The dispute which requires adjudication iswhether 
the action of the Management of Canara Bank, Chandigarh 
in terminating the services of Shri Suresh Kumar, Peon- 
cum-Coolie, was legal and justified and if not to what relief 
the said workman is entitled to. 

The claim of the workman is that he was employed as 
PeoninLuxmi Commercial bankinFeb., 1984. Inview ofthe 
notification of Government of India, dated 30th August, 
1985 the said Bank was merged with Canara Bank and the 
workman continued working for the Canara Bank upto 26th 
October, 1986, at its Bhojpur City Branch on wages at the 
rate of Rs. 10 per day and thus he served the Management 
for 206 days. Claiming that he was designated as Coolie 
and he continuously served the Management, in that 
capacity, from 18 th Feb., 1988 to 17th Feb., 1989, without 
any break. He was paid salary except for Sundays and 
Gazetted Holidays and so he served the Management for 
365 days. He performed the duties of a peon for the 
Management though he was designated as Coolie; and 
that his services were discontinued on 24th May, 1989, but 
he was again engaged as water boy, upto 30th Sep., 1989 
and was paid wages at the rate of Rs 20 per day. The 
Management engaged one Shri Pawan Kumar on daily 
wages on 25th October 1989, after terminating his services 
in Sep,, 1989. They also appointed one Narayan Das? on 
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daily wages after the termination of his services; that he 
was not paid retrenchment compensation nor the notice 
pay. He was also not given any noticebefore the termination 
of the services. That, after he raised the demand notice the 
Management did not agree to the arbitration of joint 
reference and when his dispute was not referred to the 
Industrial Tribunal, he approachd the Hon’ble High Court 
which directed for referring the matter for adjudication. 
That, the action of the Management in terminating his 
services was illegal, arbitrary, therefore, the same is required 
to be quashed. The further claim of the workman is that the 
Management had acknowledged, in a matter referred, at 
the instance of another retrenched worker, Anil Kumar, 
that he had a right to the post. The claim of Shri Anil Kumar 
resulted into an award which was passed with costs against 
the Management. Shii Anil Kumar was reinstated and his 
services have been regularized. Like him Shri Anil Kumar 
was not sponsored by the Employment Exchange and the 
workman had served the Management for greater period 
than Anil Kumar. He has further claimed that both Pawan 
Kumar and Narayan Dass were engaged after the 
termination of the workman and the action of the 
Management in engaging them was in violation of Section 
25-F of the ID. Act, hereinafter to be referred as Act. Their 
action was also an unfair labour practice. He has prayed 
that the Management be directed to reinstate him in service 
with all consequential benefits including seniority, pay and 
allowances besides the inteftst his services may also be 
regularized. 

The Management has opposed the claim of the 
workman that since the petitioner has not worked for the 
Management for 240 days preceding 12 calendar months, 
therefore he has no right to seek under the Industrial 
Disputge “Act”, for short Act. It is further claimed by them 
that the workman was engaged as a water boy during the 
summer season and his services were utilized for catering 
to the temporary increased the work. His engagement came 
to an end automatically as the need evaporate and his 
contract of engagement was not renewed and was treated 
to be terminated. There was no regular post of water boy 
with the establishment, therefore, there was no basis for 
the workman to claim for regularization or absorption in the 
Management. They have further claimed that all the staff 
of the Mana gement Bank are governed by Shastri and Desai 
Awards besides by bipartite settlements. Since the subg 
staff of the Management could proceed on leave at times 
ev en without prior notice, therefore, the Management had 
maintained a panel of daily wagers to be engaged as and 
when the staff proceeded on leave. The candidates placed 
in the panel w ere sponsored by the employment exchange 
and the engagement was done in accordance with the 
criteria laid down. The w orkman was neither sponsored by 
the employment exchange nor he fulfilled the criteria for 
engagement. As per the practice, those who w ere engaged 
in the absence of sponsorship by the employment 
exchange, could not be regularized. 


[Par! II— Sec. 3(h)] 


On merits the submission of the Management is that 
the workman was engaged as a* Coolie, on a daily wages 
basis by the erstwhile Luxmi Commercial Bank in the year 
1984 and his services were utilized for temporary and 
specific work. The Luxmi Commercial Bank merged with 
the Management Bank w.e.f. 23rd Aygust, 1985, therefore, 
the workman was engaged as a Coolie by the Respondent 
Bank as per requirement and the engagement was purely 
temporary and for specific period. The engagement got 
terminated on the fulfillment of work for which he was 
engaged. The workman was engaged as Water Boy from 
24th May, 1989 to 30th Sep., 1989. Even othewise the 
workman did not serve the Management for 240 days 12 
months preceding the date of his alleged termination. 
Claiming that Shri Pawan Kumar was engaged on 
27th Feb., 1989 and his last engagement ended on 12th 
May, 1989. Shri Narayan Dass is not working with the 
Management since long; and that since the workman is 
not a workman, therefore, he is entitled to any relief. 
Claiming that the case cf Anil Kumar was decided on 
different grounds since that was a case of retrenchment. 
The workman in this case has worked for 36 days as a 
whole and that the Pawan Kumar had been engaged purely 
on temporary basis intermittently from 14th Feb., 1989 to 
12th May, 1989 and all of them were disengaged. None of 
them had worked for 240 days preceding the day termination 
of their services. Neither Pawan Kumar nor Narayan Dass 
are working with the Management as both of them 
disengaged long ago. The allegation of violation of Section 
25-H of the Act is wrong. The workman stated nothing 
new in his replication and only reasserted the facts stated 
in the Claim Petition. 

% The workman filed his affidavit and the Management 
that of their witness V K Kohli and both of them appeared 
in the witness box whereas the witnesses of the 
Management M/s. K. Sudhindra, R. C. Raj an, G. S. Khera. 
S. L. Munshi were not brought in the witness box so as to 
give the workman opportunity to cross examine them. 

Before I approach to appreciate the claim of the 
workman, he, in his statement, stated that he relies upon 
his affidavit W-l and the documents W-2 to W-4. He 
admitted that he had not received any appointment letter 
from the Luxmi Commercial Bank or from Canara Bank. He 
further admitted that he was a daily wager; and that he was 
engaged as a water boy on 24th May, 1989 to September, 
1989, during summer season, but claimed that he was also 
doing the work of the Peon, whole of the day. He admitted 
that he was not engaged, through employment exchange 
but stated that he had worked for the Management 
continuously without any break from the year 1988 to 
Feb., 1989. He however, did not admit that he had not served 
the Management for 240 days from October, 1988 to Sep., 
1989. On the other hand Shri V K. Kohli who appeared as a 
witness for the Management stated that the workman had 
worked for Luxmi Commercial Bank in the year 1984 and 
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after the merger of Luxmi Commercial Bank the workman 
had reported for duty in the Management Bank; and that 
the workman had served the Management in the year 1989. 
He further admitted that the workman had served the 
Management as Water Boy from 24th May, 1989 to 30th 
Sep., 1989. He denied that the workman had served the 
Management from 17th Feb., 1988 to 17th Feb., 1989. He 
further stated that there was no question of termination of 
services of the workman since the water boys used to be 
engaged from May to September only every year. Similarly 
Pawan Kumar and Narayan Dass were engaged as Water 
Boys in subsequent years immediately after the 
disengagement of the workman. 

On record, except the statement of the workman, there 
is no evidence to show that the workman had served the 
Management continuously for 240 days. The reference also 
does not make a mention as to from which date the services 
of the workman were terminated. No order of appointment ■ 
of workman as a Peon has been placed on record nor the 
workman claimed the same to be in his possession. He 
rather denied that any such appointment letter was issued 
in his favour. He has thus failed to show that he had served 
the Management for 240 days before the date of termination 
of his services. In the Claim Statement he stated that he 
had worked with the Management from 18th February, 1988 
to 17th February, 1989 and was designated as a Coolie. In 
para 3, he stated that he was disengaged on 19th September, 

1989 and he had continued serving the Management upto 
18th September, 1989. Earlier his services were discontinued 
on 14th May, 1989. Therefore, I find that the workman has 
not remained firm in making the claim as to from which day 
his services were terminated. He has placed on record no 
evidence to show that upto what date he had served the 
Management. He has also made contradictory statement 
about the payment of wages. He gave the figure as 10,20, 
24> 26 and 27. Neither he produced any documentary or 
oral evidence to prove the days he served the Management 
nor he requested for summoning the record from the 
Management. The Management must be having record by 
which they had paid the wages to the workman for the 
period he served the Management. But no such record has 
been produced. The workman has, therefore, foiled to prove 
the he had continuously served the Management for 240 
days in 12 months preceding the date of his disengagement 
on 19th September, 1989. He has also failed to show that 
the Management had retained his juniors in service while 
his services were retrenched. He has also failed to show 
that the Management had recruited fresh hands without 
providing option to the workman to work. The evidence 
brought on record rather shows that the workman was 
engaged as water boy for summer months and his services 
were for tenure period from May to September, 1989 and 
the same came to an end on the expiry of the tenure, in 
September, 1989. The engagement of workman was 
otherwise not by a procedure laid down for recruitment in 


the Management. The engagement was for a short term 
during summer months. Therefore, his disengagement,, 
which was automatic on the expiry of engagement period 
was not a retrenchment as per Act. I have, therefore, not 
found evidence much less cogent evidence to show that 
the services of the workman were terminated by the 
Management; and that he was a workman who had served 
the Management as Peon for 240 days in 12 months 
preceding the date of termination of services. For want of 
evidence the award is passed against the workman holding 
that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action 
and the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDEP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ terft, 27 2007 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2007 

S.O. 3125.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1033/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, 

. in the Industrial Dispute between management of Punjab 
National Bank and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on27-9-2007. 

[No. L-12012/296/1998-IR (B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTS 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kill dip Singh, Presiding Officer 
Case LD. No. 1033/2005 
Registered on: 19-9-2005 
Date of Decision: 12-7-2007 

Sukhdarshan Singh, 

S/o Late Sh. Atru Ram, 

R/o Mohalla Chandigarhiya, 

I. T. I, Road, 

Sirsa (Haryana) ... Petitioner 

Versus 
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The Regional Manager, 

Punjab National Bank, 

Regional Office, 

Delhi Road, 

Hissar ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Shri Suresh Chauhan, AR 

For the Management : ShriHL.Khattar, Advocate 
AWARD 

This Tribunal is called upon to adjudicate the dispute 
between the workman and the Management, referred by 
the Ministry of Labour, Government of In dia, vide their 
Order No. L-12012/296/98/IR(B-II) dated 13th May, 1999. 
The dispute is in two parts which reads as under: 

“Whether Shri Sukhdarshan Singh S/o Late Shri Atru 
Ram has completed.240 days service with the 
Management of Punjab National Bank V 

'Whether the action of the Regional Manager, Punjab 
National Bank, Delhi Road, Hissar in terminating the 
services of Shri Sukhdarshan Singh S/o. Late Shri 
Atru Ram w.e.f. 29th July, 1997 is just and legal ? If 
not, what relief the workman is entitled to 7” 

Upon notice the parties appeared and submitted their 
respective cases in the shape of Claim S tateme nts affidavits 
of the workman and that of Bhushan Bhatia, Senior 
Manager. The parties have also placed on record photo¬ 
copies of a number of documents such as register of salary 
account, credit cash vouchers. Both the workman as well 
as witness of the Management, Bhushan Bhatia appeared 
as a witness. Parties have also submitted their arguments. 

I have gone through the file. 

First part of the reference relates to the performing of 
duty by the workman for the Management for 240 days. 
The workman in his Claim Statement asserted that he had 
served the Management from the year 1993 to September, 
1996. He reiterated this fact in his affidavit dated 4th July, 
2000, which was exhibited as W-l, but in the same vein he 
stated that he had worked in a leave vacancy. Thus it is 
clear that the engagement of the wokman was neither regular 
nor temporary and he was engaged as a daily wager for 
doing jobs and his engagement was co-terminus with the 
reporting back on duty by the permanent employee of the 
Management, against whose post he c laims to have been 
engaged by the Management. Lastly he claimed that he 
had continuously worked for the Management from 4th 
October, 1996 to 28th July, 1997, but in the same breath he 
stated that the Management had shown him having worked 
for them only for 36 days and the remaining period, during 
which he served the Management, they showed the name 
of some other person, who did not exist in the Universe. 
Thus we find that the workman by his own evidence has 


failed to show that he had served the Management for 240 
days during his engagement and specifically 12 months 
preceding the date of termination of his services. He placed 
on record the handwritten notes of Messrs Kewal Krishan 
working in the Arjan Attache House near PNB Sirsa in 
Rodhi Bazar and of Mehar Chand S/o SatluRam employee 
of another PNB Sirsa. None of these two witnesses were 
produced so as to give the Management a chance to cross- 
examine them about the statement made by them in writing. 
On record there are a number of photocopies of register of 
sundry accounts and credit cash vouchers some of which 
contain the signatures of such S ukhdarshan Singh and 
some that of Rani, Mehar Chand, Raj Kumar, Babu Ram 
and others, without showing as to how these documents 
support the claim of the workman. 

The workman appeared as a witness and proved his 
affidavit exhibit WW-1. He admitted that he was not given 
any appointment letter by the Management nor they 
marked his presence; that he was not interviewed before 
engagement He also admitted that whenever the permanent 
employee proceeded on leave, he was called for doing the 
work. The last statement supports the claim of the 
Management that the engagement of file workman was not 
permanent He used to be engaged whenever the permanent 
employee proceeded on leave. In this situation so as to 
prove his claim the workman was required to prove that he 
was engaged on post of such and such permanent 
employee of the Management or such an employee absent 
from duly or went on leave; and that he had served the 
Management for 240 days in that capacity, 12 months 
preceding the date of his termination. The workman has 
utterly failed in proving his claim that he had served the 
Management of PNB for 240 days continuously. 

The other part of the reference relates to the question 
whether the Management had terminated the services of 
S ukhd a r shan Singh w.e.f. 29th July, 1997 and whether that 
termination was just and legal or not. It is true that in his 
Claim Statement the workman stated that he had 
continuously served the Management from 4th October, 
19% tp 28th July, 1997, thereby he claimed that his services 
were terminated by the Management. There is no order of 
termination of his services, on record. The workman has 
also not produced any evidence, oral or documentary, to 
show that it was the Management who had terminated his 
services. He has also failed to prove that he had been paid 
wages by the Management till 28th July, 1997. In his Claim 
Statement and affidavit, he claimed that the Management 
with malafide intentions, in their record, showed a fictitious 
name of the workman who had served them from 4th 
October, 19% to 28th July, 1997 whereas he had woriced for 
them during that period and only for 36 days his presence 
was shown. The workman has not produced any evidence 
to show that during the period from 4th October, 1986 to 
28th July, 1986 it was the workman who performed the duty 
of sweeping the Bank premises of the Management Bank 
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and the person shown to have worked during that period 
did not perform their duty, nor they existed anywhere. There 
is absolutely no evidence to this effect. Mr. BhushanBhatia 
who appeared as a witness for the Management stated 
that the workman had served the Management from 
November, 19% to March, 1997, only for 36 days. He denied 
that the payments were shown in bogus names. He claimed 
that Shri R. N. Mehandiratta of the Management was the 
Branch Manager during the period in question. The 
workman, who was to prove his case, so as to get relief, 
has not examined said Branch Manager, as his witness, 
directly or through the Court so as to support his claim 
that it was he who had been served the Management 
continuously from4th October; 19% to 28th July, 19% and 
it was he who had been paid the wages for that period. 
There must be no of other official of the Bank who would 
have seen the workman cleaning the bank premises but 
none is produced nor any reason is given for not doing so. 

On record I do not find any evidence to show that it 
was the Management which had terminated the services of 
the workman on 29th July, 1997. The evidence on record 
rather shows that the workman had worked for the 
Management on daily wages against the leave 
arrangements of permanent employees, from time to time, 
and not continuously for 240 days. The reference is, 
therefore, answered against him holding that he is not 
entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate Government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDEP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

2007 
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New Delhi, the 1st October, 2007 

S.,0. 3126.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 345/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh No. n as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of National Institute of Sports, and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 1-10-2007. 

[No. L-42012/124/2002-IR (CM-II)] 
AJ AY KUMAR G AUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT4I, 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 
Case LD. No. 345/2005 
Registered on: 16-8-2005 
Date of Order: 8-8-2007 

Raj Kumar, 

S/o Shri Mular Mandal, 

R/o Sanauri Adda, 

Prem Chand Saw Mills, 

Patiala ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, 

National Institute of Sports, 

Old Moti Bagh, 

Patiala ... Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Ms. Jyoti Chaudhary, 

AR 

For the Management : Shri D. C. Khanna, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10 of the I.D. 
Act, hereinafter to be referred as “Act” received from 
Ministry of Labour, Government of India vide their no. 
L-42012/124/2002-IR (CM-II) dated 30th October, 2002. The 
reference reads as under:— 

“Whether the action of the Management of National 
Institute of Sports, Patiala in terminating the services 
of Shri Raj Kumar S/o Shri Mallar Mandal, Waiter, 
without paying him any retrenchment compensation 
w.e.f. 26th October, 1994 is legal and justified ? If not, 
to what relief the workman is entitled to V 

The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their counsel. The workman filed 
the Claim Statement and after the filing of the Written 
Statement of the Management, he also filed the rejoinder 
and supported his pleadings by his affidavit. The 
Management filed affidavit of Shashikant Goswami, 
Scientific Officer; in support of their pleadings. The workman 
placed on record a demand notice and other documents. 
He also made the statement and faced the Management in 
the cross-examination. The Management also filed the 
affidavit of their Mess Supervisor B.P. Singh and U. S. Lai 
but examined only Messrs. U. S. Lai and B. P. Singh the 
third witness seems to have been left over by them. After 
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the completion of the proceedings, both the parties filed 
written arguments, which are on record. 

The claim of the workman is that he was appointed 
as a waiter in the mess ofNational Institute of Sports Patiala 
on 8th October, 1991 and was last drawing his salary at the 
rate of Rs. 850 pm. That his services were terminated on 
26th October, 1994 by an illegal, unlawful and unsustainable 
order, as by then he had put in the service of 240 days, for 
the Management, and was under the protection of the Act. 
However, the Management, before terminating his services 
neither gave him the notice nor paid him the wages for the 
notice period. They also did not pay him the retrenchment 
compensation and thereby violated the provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act. They further violated the provisions 
of the Act, as they retained the juniors of the workman but 
terminated his services further violating the principle of 
first come last go and provisions of Section 25-G of the 
Act. He has further claimed that a post on which he has 
working is still existing. It is further the claim of the workman 
that he was entitled for regularization, having put in more 
than three years of service. He further stated that he had 
filed a suit for permanent injuction restraining the 
defendants from terminating his services which was later 
on transferred to CAT, Chandigarh. However, the suit was 
dismissed on the ground that his services had already been 
terminated before the filing of the suit and it was held that 
the suit is not maintainable. It is further his claim that since 
the matter was not decided on merit, therefore, there is no 
bar to maintain the present reference. The prayer of the 
workman is that his termination may be quashed and he 
may reinstated on the post, he was working with back 
wages, continuity in service and all ancilliary benefits. 

The claim of the workman has been opposed by the 
Management, both by raising the preliminary objections 
and on the grounds taken in reply to the claim of the 
workman, on merit. It is submitted by them that since the 
Management did not terminate the services of the workman, 
therefore, the reference made is mis conceived. Also for 
the reason that the workman himself has admitted in his 
plaint, filed before sub judge, Patiala, on 12th Nov., 1994 
that the Management intends to remove himself from service. 
Then how could he had been removed from service on 
26th October, 1994. Their further claim is that since the 
workman has not supported his claim with the list of 
witnesses and documents in terms of Rule 10-B of Industrial 
Dispute Central Rules and also for his having round about 
statements. Their further claim is in terms of the order of 
the Government of India, Section 14, Sub Clause 3 of 
Administrative Tribunal Act was to take effect against the 
Management w.e.f. 17th July, 1995, therefore, they were 
not within the preview of the Tribunal Act under the said 
before that date. Lastly they have raised the preliminary 
objection that since the workman was a daily rated casual 
waiter, whose service came to an end on each day, therefore, 
he cannot make a claim against the Management. 


On merits it is their submission that as per record, 
the workman was last paid at the rate of Rs. 450 and not 
@850 as is claimed. They denied that the services of the 
workman were denied by the Management. They further 
denied that the provisions of Section 25-F, of the Act 
provided protection to the workman. They also disputed 
that the Management had retained his juniors and 
terminated the services of the workman. The fact according 
to them was that the workman had abandoned the job at 
his own. They described the some paras of the Claim 
Petition as a matter of record and denied the contents of 
other paras and stated that when the workman himself has 
admitted the delay in making the claim he should not have 
tried to/take advantage of that. They have prayed that 
since there is no merit in the claim of the workman, therefore, 
the reference may be rejected. 

The workman filed the rejoinder and submitted that 
since the Management had not provided him work on 26th 
October, 1994, therefore, he had filed a suit in the civil court 
presuming that he was still in service and the Management 
wants to get rid of him illegally, therefore, he sought a relief 
of mandatory objections on 12th Nov., 1994. But when the 
Management filed the Written Statement in the suit it was 
then they disclosed that the services of the workman stand 
terminated w.e.f. 26th October, 1994. Thus the claim of the 
workman for mandatory injections was in view of his belief 
and the demand was raised after the Management filed the 
Written Statement He has further claimed that the binding 
of rule 10-B of the central Rules 1957, was that on 
Management, as the onus of proof to justify the termination 
of the workman was on the Management and not on the 
workman, who was only to rebut the case of the 
Management bank. He has further stated that the suit of 
the workman was not decided on merit, but for want of the 
maintainability. He denied the contents of paras of the 1 
Written Statement as wrong, mistatements and vague. He 
claimed that the Management had violated the provisions 
of Section 25-F of the Act. He reaffirmed the grounds taken 
by him in the Claim Petition, to seek the relief. Regarding 
other contents of the Written Statement, he stated that the 
same do not need any comments. 

The workman filed his affidavit, and as stated earlier, 
the Management filed the affidavits of Messrs Sushant 
(3oswami, B. P. Singh, U. S. Lai. They however examined 
onlyU.S. Lai and B. P. Singh. 

In his statement, before this Tribunal, the workman 
admitted that neither he had made any application for 
appointment nor he was sponsored by the employment 
exchange. He was also not given any appointment letter, 
but denied that he was appointed on Casual basis and 
there were breaks in his service. He further denied that he 
was paid a monthly salary of Rs. 450 and claimed that he 
was getting Rs. 850 as his monthly salary. He further 
contested that his services were not terminated on 
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26th October, 1994. He admitted that he is working as a 
Mazdoor; and that he is married and is paying Rs. 700 per 
month as rent. 

B. P. Singh who appeared as a witness for the 
Management deposed that the workman, named is para 5- 
C of the Claim Petition were working with the Management 
in the year 1995, when he joined the service with the 
Management except Mahavir, Sat guru, Ashok Kumar, Jai 
Prakash and Raj Bahadur. He, however, could not say 
whether they were working with the institute earlier also. 
He farther admitted that those who are working since 1995 - 
were not recruited through the employment exchange. He 
further stated that the salary of the workman in the year 
1994 was Rs. 450 and not 850. He could also not say that 
the workman had served the Management continuously 
from 8th October, 1991 to 26th October, 1994. He also could 
not say that the workman was paid compensation at the 
time of leaving the job. He stated that the Management has 
not prepared the seniority list since they are getting the 
workers through the contractor. He could also not say that 
the juniors of the workman were still working with the 
Management. Shri U. S. Lai in his statement deposed that 
the Management had recruited workers like Rajesh and 
others, without the recommendations of the employment 
exchange nor the workman was denied the job for that 
reason. He could not produce the record pertaining to the 
payment of wages to the workman stating that it was 
handled by the Accounts Section; and that he could not 
say what were the wages of the workman although in the 
Written Statement those are shown to be as Rs. 450 per 
month. He admitted that when the workman stopped * 
coming to the institute the Management did not issue any 
notice to him to join duties nor they had terminated his 
services. The workman himself had stopped coming on 
duty. He admitted that the workman was not paid any 
retrenchment compensation. 

I have gone through the file and have also considered 
the arguments submitted by the parties in writing. 

The reference, under the consideration of this 
Tribunal, is very specific and relates to the termination of 
the workman from service by the Management without 
paying him the retrenchment compensation w.e.f. 26th 
October, 1994. There is no reference about the retention of 
the juniors of the workman and terminating the services of 
workman. Therefore, that claim of the workman cannot be 
considered for want of reference. 

The workman has claimed that he had joined service 
with the Management on 8th October, 1991 and had served 
them, without breaks, upto 26th October, 1994 when his 
sendees were terminated by the Management. There is no 
order of appointment or termination on record. But the 
Management has not denied that the workman had served 
them upto 26 th October, 1994. In reply to para no. 1 of the 
Claim Statement, they have stated nothing about the date 


of joining of the service by the workman on 8th October, 
1991. They only disputed the amount of salary the workman 
received at the time of his alleged disengagement. Their 
witnesses also could not say since when the workman had 
joined the services, but at the same breath, the witness of 
the Management, in his affidavit, admitted, in para 2, that 
the workman was engaged as Mess Boy on 8th October, 
1991 and he continued serving the Management upto 
25 th October, 1994. He, however, claimed that the 
engagement of the workman was purely casual and on ad 
hoc basis; and that during the engagement of the workman, 
there were many breaks in the service. He however did not 
give the detail of the breaks in the service of the workman. 
The Management placed on record the attendance detail 
of the workman although the same is not signed by any 
body including Shri U. S. Lai. They however admitted the 
correctness of the detail as given in para no. 3 of the affidavit 
of Shri U. S. Lai, exhibited MW-2/1. As per the detail the 
workman had’served the Management from 8th October, 
1991 to 26th October, 1994. Going back 12 months preceding 
the date of his disengagement i.e. 26th October, 1994, the 
workman had continuously served the Management during 
those 12 months except for 3 days in April, 1994,3 days in 
June, 1994 and 3 days in August, 1994. Thus there is no 
dispute as per the evidence of the Management that the 
workman had served them for 240 days in 12 months 
preceding the date of termination of his services. 

Shri U. S. Lai, witness of the Management in his 
statement admitted that the Management had not paid any 
retrenchment compensation to the workman. It is also not 
claimed by them nor proved that they had issued notice to 
the workman before the termination of his services or had 
paid him the wages for the notice period. The Management, 
therefore, violated the provisions of Section 25-F of the 
Act, as they terminated the services of the workman without 
issuing him the notice and giving reasons for disengaging 
him. They also did not pay him the wages for the notice 
period nor retrenchment compensation. The disengagement 
of the workman was, therefore, bad in law. 

The plea of the Management is that they had not 
terminated the services of the workman rather it was the 
workman who had left the job himself. In my opinion there 
is no basis for the Management to claim that. They have 
failed to prove that, after the workman left the job, as is 
claimed by them they had tried to ascertain as to why the 
workman has not come for duty. This was the requirement 
of principles of natural justice. Moreover, it is admitted by 
the Management that the workman had filed a suit in a civil 
court at Patiala requesting for an adjunction against the 
Management prohibiting them-to disengage the workman 
from their service. They placed, on record, the copy of the 
plaint which is verified was 12th Nov, 1994. If the workman 
had left the job himself then why should he had approached 
a civil court for injunction within 15 days i.e on 12th Nov., 
1994 and by the Management did not ask him to joih the 
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service, if they had not disengage him on the day they filed 
Written Statement opposing his claim. There is, therefore, 
absolutely no truth in the claim of the Management that 
the workman had himself left the job; and that it was the 
Management which had disengaged him, from the service. 
They reliance placed by the Management on the authorities 
referred to in para no. 3 of their Written Arguments is, 
therefore, misplaced in view of the proved facts. 

There is also no truth in the claim of the Management 
that in his suit filed before a civil court, the workman did 
not claim that his services ha<5 been terminated. In his 
rejoinder, he has explained in what circumstances he had 
made that claim, as he was not aware till the filing of the 
suit, that his services have been terminated. He was under 
the impression that the Management has intentions to 
disengage him without any justifiable cause, therefore he 
had filed the suit for injunction. But when the Management 
claimed that his services have been terminated, he raised 
the demand which has resulted in the present reference. 

The Management has next claimed that since the 
engagement of the workman was not done under any set 
procedure, and by a competent authority, therefore, he has 
no claim for the post. It is true that when the appointment 
of person is not made in accordance with the approved 
rules, certified standing orders and in accordance with the 
set procedure, the appointment is treated to be a back door 
entry and does not give a right to the appointee to hold the 
post. Hon’ble Supreme Court of India has settled the law 
by their judgement reported as Secretary State of Karnataka 
and Others Vs. Uma Devi and Others reported as 2006(4) 
SCC Page 1. There can be no dispute about this settled 
principle of law', but the question before this Tribunal is 
whether the disengagement of the workman was legal and 
justified or not. It is not disputed by the workman he is not 
governed by the Act and that in view of his length of 
service, he has the protection of Section 25-F of the Act. It 
is proved that the Management did not comply with the 
said provision of the Act, therefore, the disengagement of 
the workman was bad in law'. Hon’ble Supreme Court has 
not touched the Act to examine the legality of the 
terminations thereunder. They have only held that the 
appointments made without following the procedure are 
bad in law having been made in violation of provisions of 
Articles 14 and 16 of the Indian Constitution. But in this 
case the disengagement of the workman by the 
Management was bad in law having been made in violation 
of Section-25F of the Act, therefore, the same is quashed. 

There is no weight in the submission of the 
Management that the workman w as late in making the claim. 
As is stated above, within less than a month from the date 
of his termination, he filed a civil suit, which was transferred 
to the CAT. The workman has the claim before the CAT, as 
he must have been advised. The CAT decided the matter 
on 11th July. 2000, holding that the suit was not 


m ai n t aina ble. The workman within less than 3 months raised 
the demand before ALC. C handigarh which has resulted in 
the present reference. Thus he did not waste time to raise 
the matter so as to be called that the reference is bad for 
delay and latches. This plea of the Management is also 
rejected. 

Now the question arises as to what relief the 
workman is entitled to. As stated above the workman 
cannot claim the post against which he was working since 
his appointment is proved to be not made in accordance 
with settled procedure. The Management certainly violated 
the provisions of the Act, which provided protection to 
him. He has suffered mentally, economically and with him 
his family must have suffered. As claimed by him he is 
married and is paying 700 Rs. per month as house rent to 
maintain his family. So he must be striving hard to maintain 
his family. It cannot be said that he had been earning 
sufficiently to maintain his household. He is, therefore, 
required to be compensated for loss, mental and physical, 
he has suffered besides for the suffering his family has 
undergone. Therefore, I award him of Rs. 2 lacs as 
cumulative compensation for the loss of the service 
physical, mental and loss, including the interest. The 
Management is directed to pay this amount to the workman 
within three months from the date the award becomes 
enforceable failing which the workman shall also be entitled 
to interest on the said amount, at the rate of 9% p.a. from 
thedate of expiry of that period. Let a copy of this award be 
sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary action and file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

^ KULD1P SINGH, Presiding Officer 

^ 1 2007 

^5T.31T. 3127. —1947 (1947 
14) ^ 17 % 3T3*rC°r n^f.3Tr£#. 

aMfqcb fwj if 

25/2004) 

^ xiulw! t, *Tt 1-10-2007 3tP<1 

^3TT «TT I 

[ri. 1^1-17012/45/2003-3^^ (^ft-I)] 

New Delhi, the 1 st October, 2007 

S.O. 3127.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 25/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, 
Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute 
between the management of LIC Housing Finance Ltd. and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 1-1-2007. 

[No. L-17012/45/2003-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI R G. SHUKLA, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
KANPUR, UJ» 

Industrial Dispute No. 25 of2004 

In the matter of dispute between: 

Sri Surender Singh, 

General Secretary, 

Rashtriya Mazdoor Congress U.P. Branch, 
43/16-Sec/15-A Sector 16 Sihandara 
AGRA, UP. 

AND 

The Area Manager, 

LIC Housing Finance Limited, 

Dholpur House, 

M.G. Road, 

AGRA 

AWARD 

1 Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, vide Notification No. L-17012/45/2003 IR(B-1) dated 
8-4-2004 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
to this tribunal:— 

Kya Area Manager LIC Housing Finance Limited 
AGRA dwara karmkar Sri Jagdish Prasad putra Sri 
Ram Charan Part Time Sweeper ko sewa me sthai 
nahi kiya jana Nyayochit hai ? Yadi Nahi to karmkar 
kis anutosh ka haqdar hai ? 

2. Case in short as set up on behalf of the workman 
is that the workman is working as sweeper continuously 
w.e.f. 2-2-93 and whenever his working hours exceeds from 
8 hours management used to pay him extra remuneration. 
Workman is raising his demand before the management for 
treating him as a regular and permanent employee but all in 
vain. He filed a case before Hon’ble High Court for his 
regularisation but it has been directed by the Hon’ble Court 
that workman should raise an industrial dispute for his 
regularisation in service. Beside performing the work of 
sweeping workman is also discharging other work of peon. 
It has also been pleaded by the workman that junior to him 
by name Rakesh Sharma has been regularised in the service 
of the management who was also doing the work of 
sweeping. Rakesh Sharma was also paid bonus being a 
casual employee of the opposite party. Workman was never 
called for any test or interview by the opposite party. It has 
also been alleged by the workman that being a member of 
Scheduled Caste community his services have not been 
regularised by the management. On the basis of above 
pleadings it lias been prayed by the workman that looking 
to the long interrupted services of the workman he may be 


regularised in the service of the management as group IV 
employee. 

3. Opposite party management has contested the 
claim of the workman on variety of grounds inter alia 
alleging that the present claim has been raised as an 
individual dispute under the provisions of the I.D. Act, 
and has not been raised collectively, therefore, it is not an 
Industrial Dispute within the meaning of the Act It has 
also been alleged that a person appointed on ad hoc basis, 
casual basis, part time, basis has got no right to claim 
regularisation of his service. There is no post of sweeper in 
LIC Housing Finance Limited. Workman was engaged on 
contract basis for about 1 or 1 Vi hours a day and he never 
worked on full time basis in the LIC Housing Finance 
Limited Agra. Workman was never given any appointment 
letter. There is no post of full time sweeper in the 
management. Workman was never employed by the 
opposite party in any capacity nor has ever completed 240 
days of continuous service under the opposite party. He 
was never governed by the rules and regulations of the 
opposite party nor his name was ever sponsored by the 
Regional Employment Exchange nor any interview was ever 
held as per procedure laid down. Opposite party appoints 
permanent and regular employees by following certain 
prescribed procedure i.e. notification of recruitment in News 
Papers, Written Test or eligible candidates, interview of 
the candidates etc., and no deviation is permissible from 
these rules. He was never subjected to such exercise. 
Workman is trying to seek backdoor entry in the service of 
the opposite party. On the basis of above pleadings it has 
been prayed that the claim of the workman be dismissed. 

4. Workman has also filed his rejoinder but nothing 
new has been detailed therein beside reiterating the facts 
already pleaded by him in his statement of claim. 

5. After exchangeof pleadings between the parties 
both parties filed documents in support of their respective 
claims and counterclaim. Whereas workman has examined 
himself as W.W.l. Management examined its officer Sri 
Rajiv Nair, its officer as M. W. 1. 

6 . Workman in his statement on oath has stated that 
he was appointed by the opposite party on 2-2-93 for 
performing the work of part time sweeper and from then he 
is working till date continuously. Apart from the work of 
sweeper he is also performing the work of waterman peon 
for 8 hours a day. In his cross-examination witness has 
admitted that he was/is being paid his wages at the rate of 
rupees 35 per day. He has denied the fact that he was 
appointed as part time. Witness has further admitted .the 
fact that neither any written test nor interview was ever 
held nor he was given any appointment letter. He has also 
admitted the fact that he never gave any application for his 
appointment. He has also admitted the fact that he never 
gave in writing for making him regular and permanent 
employee only orally requested. Witness has denied the 
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suggestion that he had ever corrte across any procedure 
by means of which appointment of peons are made. 

7. Management witness in his examination in chief 
on oath has stated that the workman was working as casual 
worker and also used to perform the work of sweeper. 
Workman was never paid his wages on scale basis. He 
never worked as full time sweeper nor any appointment 
letter was ever issued in his favour by the opposite party. 
No regular and permanent post is lying vacant under the 
opposite party. Workman had never applied in writing for 
giving appointment nor he was ever interviewed by the 
opposite party. 

8 . In his cross-examination the management witness 
has admitted the fact that the workman is working with the 
opposite party for the last 10 years. Rakesh Sharma was 
regularised in the year 1998. Only such persons are eligible 
for appointment at the post of peon who are having 
educational qualification below High School. Witness has 
denied the suggestion of the workman that he worked 
8 hours per day. Except the work of sweeper no other work 
was taken by the opposite party from the -workman. 
Witness has admitted the documents mentioned at serial 
nos. 1 to 6 of list of documents filed by the workman and 
states that these documents are related with Rakesh Sharma. 
Rest of the documents mentioned at serial nos. 7 to 12 
barring document mentioned at serial no. 9 have also been 
admitted by the witness. 

9. From the above it is abundantly clear that the 
workman was engaged as a part time sweeper by the 
opposite party and even this fact has also been admitted 
by the workman in his pleading as well as in his evidence. 
Workman has also admitted that he was neither interviewed 
nor any appointment letter was given to him appointing 
him on regular basis. It is also clear from the pleadings and 
evidence of the management that no regular or permanent 
post of peon is vacant at present. It may be pointed out 
that it is settled legal position that a casual employee has 
got no right to claim regular employment or even 
regularisation without undergoing through regular 
selection process. There is no denying of the fact that the 
workman was paid on daily rate basis by the opposite party, 
therefore, by no stretch of imagination it can be said that 
the workman has any right or title to claim regularisation in 
the service of the opposite party. Mere continuous working 
as part time employee on daily rate basis with the opposite 
party does not create any legal right in favour of the 
workman. 


also settled position of law that Labour Court/Industrial 
Tribunal are not supposed to be a measure of providing 
backdoor entry in the public employment nor it is the 
domain of the Labour Court/Industrial Tribunal to hold 
any employee to be regular or permanent as these function 
is of employer who is only empowered to create post, and 
consider the claim of his employee for his regularisation in 
the service. Tribunal is also not empowered to issue any 
direction to the opposite party either to create any post or 
treat the worker as regular and permanent employee. From 
this point of view the case of the workman appears to be 
devoid of merit and is liable to be dismissed. 

11. In view of above discussions, it is held that the 
workman is not entitled for any relief as has been claimed 
by him in the present reference and the reference is decided 
against the workman and in favour of the opposite party. 

R. G. SHUKLA, Presiding Officer 
^ 3 «r^R, 2007 

3128.— 1947 (1947 

14) VTTT17 % F, WcfcKTt 4^1-*>§1 

cb4«Wti% «fl■*=!, 

"4 frrRfc? ^<=hR, 

#/3TR/120/1995) -SFt wt t, ^ ^ 

3-10-2007 ^T^3TT «4T t 

[4. ^-14012/13/1994-3^ 3TR ) ] 

New Delhi, the 3rd October, 2007 

S.O. 3X28.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/120/95) of the Central Government Industrial T ribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure', in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Gray Iron Foundry and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
3-10-2007. 


[No. L-14012/13/94-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/120/95 


10. Apart from above a bare perusal of the schedule 
of reference order is indicative of the fact that there is no 
mention of date from which workman be held entitled for 
regularisation, from this point of view terms of reference is 
vague and bad in law and the workman either on merit of 
the case or even otherwise can be held entitled for the 
relief claimed by him in the present claim. Moreover, it is 


Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

Shri Mohammad Suleman 

C/o Shri Brian D ’Silva (Advocate), 

18, South Civil Lines, Dr. D’Silva Road, 

Jabalpur (MP) ... Union/Workmen 


Versus 
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20, 2007/gnfyH 28, 1929 


The General Manager, 

Gray Iron Foundry, 

Jabalpur (MP) ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 28th day of August, 2007 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-14012/13/94-IR(DlJ) dated 22-6-95 has 
referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:— 

**W (ri/St.) % 

TTSRT^Ff SRI 9Tt rihF'FS ^ 

4-11-93 ‘ri 0#iqi4 im ^ =hi4qie1 

^qr4rf4?it i «r>4 c t5K 

2. Vide order dated 6-5-2005 passed on the order 
sheet of this reference case, the case proceeded ex-parte 
against the Workman Sh. Mahammad Suleman. Workman 
failed to file his Statement of Claim. 

3. The Management filed their Statement of Claim. 
Their case in brief is as follows:— 

That Shri Mahammad Suleman, Ex-Darban was 
punished for gross misconduct viz. (i) attempted theft 
of bi-cycle, the conduct of unbecoming of a Govt. 
Servant, (ii) habitual offender for which due enquiry 
was held and orders of compulsory retirement of the 
workman were passed. The penalty of compulsory 
retirement was imposed on the Workman w.e.f. 
4-11-93 (FN). Consequently the Workman is not 
entitled to any relief. 

4. As the case proceeded ex-parte against the 
Workman no evidence has been adduced by the Workman. 
The Management in order to prove their .case filed affidavit 
of Shri B.P. Mishra the then working as Joint General 
Manager. Admn. GIF, Jabalpur. 

5. I have heard Shri A. K. Shashi, Advocate for the 
Management. I have very carefully gone through the 
evidence on record. The case of the Management is fully 
established by the uncontroverted and unchallenged 
affidavit of Management’s witness Shri B. P. Mishra. 
Against the above as no Statement of Claim and evidence 
has been filed for the Workman, the case of the workman is 
not at all proved. The reference, therefore, deserves to be 
decided in favour of the Management and against the 
Workman with no orders as to costs. 

6 . In view of the above the reference is decided in 
favour of the Management and against the Workman, in 
the following manner with no orders as to costs. 

“WSRPTl 3TRTH 

5TCT ^PTFT, 4-11 -93 


3Rf: =n 4 c hK foul '35T *15) % ?” 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 


fccnl, 4 2007 - 

cFT. 3ff. 3129*—sMPl* 1947 (1947 

% %TRSTS c n4 c bf4i % 41^, 3*1*7 

m 39 / 1992 ) ^MTOftTcT 

Wi ^ ^ 4-10-2007 TTRT ^STT «TT I 

[R. 1^-40012/240/91-3TT i 3TR ] 

New Delhi, the 4th October, 2007 
* 

S.O. 3129.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 39/92) 
of the Central Government Industrial TribunaFcum-Labour 
Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Department of Telecom and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
4-10-2007. 

[No. L-40012/240/91-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL 

Reference No. 39 of 1992 

PRESENT: 


Sri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding Officer 
PARTIES: 

The D.E.T., Microwave Maintenance, Deptt. of 
Telecommunication, Kumarpur, Asansol, Burdwan 

Vrs. 

The President, All India Telecom Employers’ Union 
(Line Staff and Group D), Asansol Divisional Branch, 
Asansol, Burdwan. 

" REPRESENTATIVES 

For the Applicant : Shri P K. Das, 

Advocate 

For the Opposite Party Sri C. D. Dwedi, 

Advocate 


4114 GI/07—22 


9042 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 20,2007/ASVINA28,1929 


[ParVh—Sec. 3(ii)] 


Industry: Telecom State; West Bengal 

Dated the 18-9-2007 

ORDER 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-40012/ 
240/91 -IR (DU) dated 25-9-1992 has been pleased to refer 
the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the DET (MM), Kumarpur, 
Asansol in terminating the service of Sh. Abhay 
Kumar Bhuniya, Motor Driver w.e.f. 14-12-1989 is 
justified ? If not, to what relief is the concerned 
workman entitled to ?” 

After having received the Order No. L-40012/240/91- 
IR (DU) dated 25-9-1992 of the above mentioned reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, for 
adjudication of the dispute a reference case No. 39 of 1992 
w as registered on 1-10-1992 and accordingly an order to 
that effect was passed to issue notice through the registered 
post to the parties concerned directing them to appear in 
the Court on the date fixed and to file their written 
statements along with the relevant documents and a list of 
witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance to the 
said order notices by the registered post were sent to the 
parties concerned. Sri P. K. Das, Advocate and Sri C. D. 
Dwedi, Advocate appeared in the Court to represent the 
Management and the Union respectively. The written 
statements on behalf of both parties were filed in support 
of their respective claims. 

From perusal of the record it transpires that the case 
w as fixed for hearing the Argument of the parties but the 
same was adjourned to the next date at the request of the 
parties. It is further clear from the record that from 
21-7-2005 the Union left taking any interest in this case. 
Since then several adjournments were given to the Union 
to take suitable steps on its behalf but till today i.e. 
18-9-2007 no step was taken by the Union. These all facts 
and circumstances go to show that neither the workman 
concerned nor the Union is interested to proceed with this 
case further. So in the prevailing facts and circumstances it 
is not just, proper and advisable to keep this record pending 
any more as no useful purpose is to be served. Hence it 
accordingly 

ORDERED 

that let a “No Dispute Award” be and the same is 
passed. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, of India, 
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for information and 
necessary order. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 


^ fa#, 4 2007 

<t)l« 3H. 3130.—1947 (1947 
14 ) # vrcr 1 7 % at jRtyt faim 

% wim? % PpitodJf afa 

^ fa# % TStTZ (## H. 33 
TTC? 28/2004) # M^ld t, # WFK # 

4-10-2007 # W<T!§3n «n | 

[it. T^t-40012/55 1TOT 97/2003-an^ 3TTC (#"*J,) ] 

Hi?, 

New Delhi, the 4th October, 2007 

S.O. 3130.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 33 & 

28/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. II, New Delhi as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 4-10-2007. • 

[No. L-40012/55 & 97/2003-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

• 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT H, NEW DELHI 

LD. Nos. 33/2004 & 28/2004 
PRESENT: 

Sh. R.N. Rai, Presiding Officer 

Sh. R.K. Pandit ... 1st Party 

Sh. Sukumar Patt Joshi ... 2nd party 


Shri Surinder and Ors., 

S/o Shri Ramphal, 

C/o P-2/624, Sultanpuri, * 

New Delhi-110041 

. Versus 

The General Manager, 

MTNL, Khurshid Lai Bhavan, 

Janpath, 

New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter Nos. L-40012/55/ 

2003-IR (DU) Central Government dL 13-2-2004 and L40012/ 

97/2003-IR (DU) Central Government dt. 29-1-2004 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 


IN THE MATTER OF: 
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The points run as hereunder: 

(1) “Whether the action of the Management of 
Mahanagar Telephone Nigam Limited, Delhi in 
relation to terminating the services of workmen, 
Shri Surinder, Ex-Sweeper with effect from 2-5-2001 
is just, fair and legal ? If not, what relief the workman 
is entitled to and form which date ?” 

(2) “ Whether the action of the management of 
MTNL, New Delhi in terminating the services of 
Smt. Maya w.e.f. 2-5-2001 is justified ? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled and from which date T 

I D. Nos. 33/2004 and 28/2004 involve common 
dispute. These are connected cases and they can be 
adjudicated by common award. The grounds of both the 
cases mentioned above are the same. So both the above 
mentioned cases are taken up together. 

The workmen applicants have filed claim statement. 
In the claim statement it has been stated that the workmen 
were working as a Safai Karamchari since four years at 
Telephone Exchange Narela, on daily wages basis at the 
rate of Rs. 2600 per month without any break. 

That during the period of employment the entire work 
and conduct of the aforesaid workmen was completely 
satisfactory to the satisfaction of the aforesaid management 
and aforesaid workmen have never given any chance of 
complaint upon their own costs and risks. 

That as the workmen have worked with the 
management since four years hence they are entitled to be 
regularized from the date of their initial appointment but 
the management failed to do the same. 

That the workmen have demanded regularization of 
their services from the date of their initial appointment due 
to this reason the management was annoyed with the 
aforesaid workmen and finally terminated the services of 
the aforesaid workmen w.e.f. 2-5-2001. 

That the termination of the workmen is completely 
illegal and against the principle of natural justice on the 
following grounds. 

That before the termination of services of the 
workmen, the management failed to give any prior notices 
for termination from service. 

That no proper charge sheet has been given to the 
workmen neither the management has conducted the 
domestic enquiry followed by the principles of natural 
justice. 

That before the termination of the services, the 
management failed to comply with the provisions of 
Sections 25 (f) (g) (h) of the I.D. Act, 1947, therefore the 
termination of services of the workmen is completely illegal 
and against the principles of law. 


That as the termination is totally illegal and against 
the law hence the workmen are entitled tobc reinstated on 
their previous post along with all consequential benefits 
with full back wages but the management has failed to do 
the same, therefore the workmen have givealegal demand 
notice with demand of reinstatement with foil back wages 
along with all consequential benefits with continuity of 
services which is duly received but the management failed 
to reply to the same it means the management has rejected 
the demand of reinstatement as mentioned above. 

That thereafter the workmen have filed a statement 
of claim before Conciliation Officer Labour Department, 
Central Government, Delhi regarding thdr illegal termination 
as mentioned above which foiled due to the non-cooperative 
and adamant attitude of the management and afoilure report 
has been submitted by the Honble Conciliation Officer 
vide his letter dated 16-4-2003 and appropriate government 
has referred the present dispute for adjudication by this 
Honble Court. 

That the management has filed written statement. In 
the written statement it has been stated that the reference 
is bad in law in as much as the workmen are not workmen of 
the Management within the definition of the “workman” 
under Section 2(s) of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947. The 
appropriate Government has not applied its mind while 
referring the alleged dispute for adjudication to this Hcmhle 
Tribunal under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, therefore the reference made by the appropriate 
Government is bad in law. 

That the Statement of Claim and the reference are 
not maintainable in as much as the same are not 
accompanied by an Order/Letter of alleged termination on 
the basis of which the workmen have tried to raise this 
frivolous Industrial Dispute. 

That there exists no employer employee relationship 
between the workmen and the Management and therefore 
no Industrial Dispute is maintainable. 

That in view ofthe judgement ofthe Horfble Supreme 
Court of India in the case All India Railway Parcel and 
Goods Porters Union Versus Union of India reported in 
(2003) IISCC, 590 wherein it was held that foe burden of 
proving the claim of continuous working rests on the 
claimants and for which they are required to furnish 
concrete proof and reliable documents whereas in the 
instant case the claimants have failed to substantiate that 
they were ever appointed in the Management's institution. 

That in view of the judgement if the Honble Supreme 
Court in India in the case of UP SEB VersusHydio Electric 
Union reported in 2002 (10) SCC, 417 wherein it has been 
held that entitlement to a post can be determined only on 
the touchstone or relevant rules or on the basis that they 
are discharging such functions whereas in foepresent case, 
the claimants have not fulfilled any of the eligibility 
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conditions for appointment in the Management 
Organization. 

That in view of the judgement of the Hon'ble Court 
of India in the case of State of Himachal Pradesh Versus 
Suresh Kumar Verma reported as JT1996(2) SC 455, it has 
been held that appointment of Daily Wages basis is not an 
appointment to a post according to the rules and cannot 
give any protection to reengage such person in any work 
or to appoint them against the existing vacancies. Therefore, 
also assuming without admitting that if the workmen had 
worked on some day they are not entitled to any relief from 
this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

It is specifically denied that the workmen were 
working as a Safai Karmchari since four years at telephone 
exchange, Narela on daily basis at rate of Rs. 2,600. They 
are put to strict proof of their contention. They were called 
upon to produce the letter of appointment. It is however 
submitted that the workmen were engaged only for 13 days 
in a month on part time basis @ Rs. 50 per day. It is further 
submitted that without following the recruitment rules no¬ 
body could have been employed and as the factum of 
employment itself is false the question of their drawing 
Monthly wage ofRs. 2,600 P.M. does not arise. The workmen 
have also failed to produce any such proof of employment 
even before the Conciliation Officer. And without 
substantiating even the basic relationship of employer- 
employee the present reference has been made mechanically 
without any application of mind. 

It is denied that the management ever terminated the 
services of the above named workmen by any order. As 
has been repeatedly said that the workmen were never 
appointed by the Management therefore there is no basis 
for alleging that the management terminated their services. 
It is submitted that since there is no appointment there is 
not question of regularization of service. 

Since there is no appointment and since there is no 
termination of illegality or contravening of any service by 
the management, there is neither any question of illegality 
nor contravening of any principle of natural justice. 
Similarly there is no question of giving any prior notice, 
issuance of charge sheet or question of violation of any 
provisions including 25 (f) (g) (h) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. It is therefore submitted that the allegation of 
termination its hypothetical and concocted. 

The workmen applicants have filed rejoinder. In the 
rejoinder they have reinstated the averments of their claim 
statement and have denied most of the paras of the written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

I 

Heard argument from both the sides and perused the 
papers on the record. 


* From pleadings of the parties the following issues 

arise for decision: 

1. Whether the workmen have completed 240 days 
service continuously from 1999 to 2002 ? 

2. Whether the management has committed unfair 
labour practice ? 

3. Whether the workmen are entitled to 
reinstatement/ compensation ? 

4. To what amount of back wages the workmen are 
entitled ? 

5. Relief if any ? 

ISSUE NO. 1 

It was submitted from the side of the workmen that 
they have worked continuously for 240 days in the year 
1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002. Their services have been 
terminated without notice or one month's pay in lieu of 
notice and retrenchment compensation. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workmen worked, no doubt but they have worked 
for 13 days in each month, so they have not worked for 240 
days in any of the years. Attendance sheet was filed before 
the ALC (C). These attendance sheets relate to 1999 to 
2002 . 

It has been further held by the ALC(C) that these 
attendance sheets reveal that the workmen have worked 
for 13 days every month, so in a year they have worked for 
156 days in 1999,2000,2001 and 2002. 

From perusal of the attendance sheets it becomes 
quite obvious that Sh. Surinder Singh, Ramphal, Maya Devi 
and Sh. Bijender have been employed all along. In the first 
half, sometimes the workmen, Sh. Surinder and Maya Devi 
have worked and for the 2nd half the workman Shri Ramphal 
and Bijender have worked. The attendance sheet show 
that the attendance of the two workmen have been marked 
in the first half of the month and in the second half of the 
month, the attendance of the other employees have been 
marked. 

It appears that the management has engaged all these 
four workmen and sometimes the attendance of two or 
three workmen have been marked in the first half of the 
month and the second half of the month. 

In the instant case the attendance of Maya Devi and 
Sh. Surinder have been marked in every month of 1999 to 
2002 but either in the first half of the month and in the 
second half of the month. It is correct that these workmen 
have worked every month from 1999 to 2002. Thus, they 
worked continuously from January, 1999 to June, 2002 but 
they have worked in each month for only 13 days. 
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It becomes quite obvious from the above that the 
management to get rid of the rigors of the ID Act, 1947 has 
engaged two workmen in the first half and the other two 
workmen in the second half of the month. Thus, the 
management has engaged Sh. Surinder and Maya Devi in 
the year 1999,2000,2001 and up to June, 2002. 

Continuous service has been defined in section 25 B 
of the ID Act, 1947 which is asunder: 

25B. “a workman shall said to be in continuous 
service for a period if he is, for that period, in 
uninterrupted service, including service which may 
be interrupted on account of sickness or authorised 
leave or an accident or a strike which is not illegal, or 
a lock-out or a cessation of work which is not due to 
any fault on the part of the workman.” 

It is quite apparent from perusal of section 25 B of 
the ID Act, 1947 that a cessation of work which is not due 
to any fault on the part of the workman shall be included in 
continuous service. 

In the instant case the management has not taken 
the pleas that these workmen were not available for the 
rest of the 17 days of the month. This is also not the case of 
the management that these workmen worked in different 
two organizations for 15 days each month and in the 
organisation of the management for next 15 days. 

In the circumstances the cessation of work is not 
due to any fault on the part of the workmen. 

That workmen applicants shall be deemed to be in 
continuous service as this cessation of work has been 
deliberately caused by the management. 

It has been held in AIR 1981 SC as under: 

“These interruption have to be ignored to feed the 
workman in uninterrupted service and such service 
interrupted on account of the aforementioned cause 
which could be deemed to be interrupted would be 
continuous service for which the workman has been 
in service.” 

In the instant case the interruption is not due to the 
fault of the workmen. The management has specifically 
given 13 days work in the first half of the month and the 
management has again engaged another workmen in the 
second half of the month. So the cessation of the services 
of these workmen is not due to any fault of them. The 
management has deliberately engaged two workmen for 
the first half of the month and another two workmen for the 
next half of the month. 

It has been held in 1996 (5) SCC 419,1986 (Suppl.) 
SCC 679 and 199911 AD (SC) 257 that in case the workman 
has not completed 240 days in a year, his case can be 
considered under Sections 25 Gand H of the ID Act, 1947. 


It is quite obvious from perusal of the attendance 
sheets filed by the management itself that the workmen 
Shri Surinder Singh and three other were engaged at the 
same time and the management took the services of two 
workmen in the first half of the month. Sometimes one set 
was engaged in the first half of the month and the other set 
in the second half of the month and sometimes vice versa. 
The attendance sheets amply disclose the engagement of 
these workmen in the year 1999,2000,2001 and upto June, 
2002. The management has not taken the specific plea that 
any workmen has been taken on regular basis after 
following proper recruitment procedure. These two 
workmen who have doubtless worked for 13 days every 
month shall be deemed to be in continuous service for the 
year 1999,2000,2001 upto June, 2002 and they have worked 
continuously for the whole year i.e. from 1999 to June, 
2002. Thus, it is established by the document of the 
management that these two workmen have completed 240 
days in every year 1999,2000and2001. 

This issue is decided accordingly. 

ISSUE NO.2 

It was further submitted that section 25 T provides 
that the management should not indulge in unfair labour 
practice. Section 25 U provides that a person who commits 
any unfair labour practice will be punishable with 
imprisonment for a term which may extend to six months or 
vrithfine, which may extend to Rs. 1000 or with both. The 
intention of the legislature in enacting 25 T and 25 U is 
obvious. The legislature wanted that in case Casual and 
Badlis are engaged for a long period, it amounts to unfair 
labour practice. There is punitive clause for committing 
unfair labour practice. 

It was submitted from the side of the workmen that 
Vth Schedule of the ID Act specifies some practices as- 
unfair labour practice. The Vth Schedule clause lOprovides 
the criteria for ascertaining unfair labour practice. It is 
extracted as hereunder: 

“To employ workman as Badlis, Casuals or 
temporaries and to continue them as such for years 
with the object of depriving them of the status and 
privilege of a permanent workman” 

Clause 10 of the Vth Schedule stipulates that in case 
the workmen are employed as Casuals, Badlis or Temporary 
and they are continued as such for years, it will amount to 
unfair labour practice. In the instant case the workmen 
have been continued as casual and temporary for 4 years. 
It establishes to the hilt that the respondent management 
, has committed unfair labour practice. The workman has 
been engaged for 4 years as casual and temporary and 
thereafter they have been removed. They have not been 
paid retrenchment compensation. Casuals and Badlies have 
been taken against their posts. 
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Sections 25 F, G, T, U and Clause 10 of the Vth 
Schedule of the ID Act have been deliberately violated by 
the management. 

This issue is decided accordingly. 

ISSUE NO.3 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that even if the workman has completed 240 days and his 
case is taken to be correct he maybe given compensation 
under section 11 A of the ID Act, 1947. It is true that in 
section 11 A of the ID Act, 1947 there is provision for 
reinstatement/compensation. 

In the instant case the workmen have worked 
continuously atleast in the year 1999,2000,2001 and up to 
June, 2002. In that case the management could have avoided 
this un-necessary litigation. The termination of the workmen 
without following the provisions of section 25 F of the ID 
Act, 1947 is absolutely arbitrary and illegal. 

Compensation is ordered when an undertaking 
becomes sick or closed down. The industry is functioning. 
There is sufficient work and these workmen can be given 
w ork. In case the work is not available, the management 
should consider seniority of these workmen and retrench 
them validly after payment of retrenchment compensation 
as laid down in Section 2 5F and considering their seniority 
under sections 25G & H. 

In 2000 LLR 523 State of U.P. and Rajender Singh the 
Hon’ble Apex Court ordered for reinstatement with full 
back wages as the sen-ices of the daily wager cleaner who 
worked for 4 years was dispensed with without following 
the procedure for retrenchment. In the instant case also no 
retrenchment compensation has been paid. This case law 
squarely covers the instant case. 

It has been held inl978 Lab IC 1668 that in case 
service of a workman is terminated illegally the normal rule 
is to reinstate him with full back wages. 

In AIR 2002 SC 1313 the Hon’ble Supreme Court has 
held that daily wager even if serving for a short period 
should be reinstated. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that in 
the instant case Sections 25 F, G of the ID Act are attracted. 
In Section 25 of the ID Act it has been provided that if a 
workman has performed 240 days work and if the work is of 
continuous and regular nature he should be given pay in 
lieu of notice and retrenchment compensation. 

In case a workman has worked for 240 days in a year 
and the work is of continuous and regular nature he should 
be paid retrenchment compensation. In case retrenchment 
compensation is not paid Section 25F of the ID Act is 
attracted. There is no cessation of his services. He is 
deemed continued in service in the eye of law. In case 
there is breach of Section 25F the service is continued and 
reinstatement follows as a natural consequence. 


It has been held by the Hon’ble Apex Court that 
there is no cessation of service in case provisions of Section 
25F are not complied. In the instant case no compensation 
has been paid to the workmen. 

ID Act, 1947 has been enacted to safeguard the 
interest of the workmen belonging to poor segment of 
society. It appears that legislature wanted that such 
workmen should not be harassed unnecessarily so 
Sections 25F, U, T and Cluase 10 of Vth Schedule have 
been enacted. The objects and reasons of ID Act, 1947 
shown that the respondent management should not be 
permitted to indulge in any unfair labour practice. The 
workmen should not be engaged for years and then they 
should be removed all of a sudden. There is provision of 
retrenchment compensation for removal. Retrenchment 
compensation is for compensating them so that they can 
survive long interregnum of unemployment. In the instant 
case no retrenchment compensation has been paid. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the Hon’ble Apex Court in 2006 (4) Scale has put down 
a complete ban on regularization and reinstatement. The 
Hon’ble Apex Court has held that employment can only be 
made on the basis of procedure established in that behalf 
envisaged by the Constitution. Equality of opportunity is 
the hallmark and the Constitution enshrines affirmative 
action to ensure that unequals are not treated equals. So 
public employment should be in terms of constitutional 
scheme. 

It was further submitted that the Constitution Bench 
Judgment has afforded a right according to which the 
Government is not precluded from making temporary 
appointments or engaging workers on daily wages. 

The Hon’ble Apex Court has not declared the 
provisions of ID Act un-constitutional. The Government 
has got no license to make always appointment of daily 
wagers and to continue them for life time. Fixed term tenure 
appointments and temporary appointments cannot be the 
rule of public employment. At the time of making temporary 
appointments Articles 14 & 16 are infringed. There is no 
constitutional mandate that the Government is at liberty to 
go on giving fixed term appointments for the entire tenure 
of service of an employee. 

No such Article of the Constitution has been pointed 
out under which the Government or Public Sector units 
can continue incessantly to give temporary and fixed term 
appointments again and again. Since fixed term 
appointments and temporary appointments are not 
governed by any constitutional scheme, such 
discrimination will amount to vicious discretion. The 
Government of Public Sector unit will go on resorting to 
the method of pick and choose policy and give temporary 
and ad hoc appointments to their favorites and thus the 
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principles of equality enshrined in the Constitution will be 
given a go bye. Such is not the intent of the Hon’ble Apex 
Court. However, in this judgment the provisions of the ID 
Act governing the services of the workmen have not been 
declared un-constitutional. Reinstatement is the remedy 
provided in the ID Act for breach of several provisions 
enumerated therein or for breach of service rules provided 
in various labour welfare legislations. 

Section 11A of the ID Act stipulates that in case the 
Tribunal is satisfied that the order of discharge or dismissal 
was not justified, it may, by its award, set aside the order of 
discharge or dismissal and direct reinstatement of the 
workman on such terms and conditions, if any, as it thinks 
fit or give such other relief to the workman including the 
award of any lesser punishment in lieu of discharge or 
dismissal as the circumstance of the case may require. 
According to this benign provision this Tribunal has the 
authority to set aside the order of discharge or dismissal 
and reinstate the workmen on the terms and conditions as 
it thinks fit. 

Reinstatement should not be misconceived as 
regularization. By the order of reinstatement the status quo 
ante of the workman is restored. He is given back wages in 
order to compensate him for his illegal disengagement. This 
is a special remedy provided in ID Act and it has not been 
annulled and set aside by any judgment of the Hon’ble 
Apex Court. The provisions of the ID Act are still 
constitutional and they are to be given effect too. 

The management is at liberty to engage daily wagers 
but at the time of termination of their services they have to 
comply with the provisions of Sections 25F, G & H of the 
ID Act, 1947. It is not valid to engage daily wagers and to 
remove them after taking work for 4-5 years. Section 25F 
postulates one month’s pay in lieu of notice and 
retrenchment compensation. 

It has been specifically held in (2006) 4 SCC 1, Uma 
Devi’s case as under: 

"Secondly, an ad hoc or temporary employee should 
not be replaced by another ad hoc or temporary 
employee; he must be replaced only by a regularly 
selected employee. This is necessary to avoid 
arbitrary action on the part of the appointing 
authority.” 

The Hon’ble Apex Court also prohibits to replace an 
ad hoc employee by another ad hoc employee. 

The Hon’ble Apex Court has held that once a 
workman has been engaged as daily wager or ad hoc 
employee he should be replaced by a regularly selected 
employee. It is not the case of the management that this 
workman was replaced by a regularly selected employee. 
Thus, the management has committed breach of the 


directions of the Hon’ble Supreme Court as well as Sections 
25F, G& Hofthe ID Act, 1947 

In case a workman is reinstated with back wages the 
respondents have every right, after payment of back wages 
and reinstatement, to retrench him validly following the 
principles offirst come last go so that Sections 25, G & H of 
the ID Act are not violated. 

It is quite obvious from the findings of the issue 
Nos. 1,2 & 3 that the workmen have continuously worked 
as part-time sweepers for 4 years. They are found entitled 
for reinstatement. 

This issue is decided accordingly. 

ISSUE NO. 4 

It was submitted by the management that payment 
of full back wages is not the natural consequence of the 
order of discharge or dismissal being set aside. It has been 
held in (2003) 6 SCC 141 that it is incumbent upon the 
Labour Court to decide the quantum of back wages. 

It has been further held in this case that payment of 
back wages having discretionary element involved it is to 
be dealt with the facts and circumstances of the case. No 
definite formula can be evolved. 

It has been further held in this case that payment of 
back wages in its entirety is the statutory sanction. In (2003) 
4 SCC 27 the Hon’ble Apex Court held that in view of delay 
in raising the dispute and initiating the proceedings back 
wages need not be allowed. In the instant case there is no 
delay at least on the part of the workmen in raising the 
dispute. 

In 1978 Lab IC 1968—three Judges Bench of the 
Hon’ble Apex Court held that payment of full back wages 
is the normal rule. In case services have been illegally 
terminated either by dismissal or discharge or retrenchment, 
in such circumstance the workman is entitled to full back 
wages except to the extent he was gainfully employed 
during the enforced idleness. In the instant case the 
workmen were always ready to work but they were not 
permitted on account of invalid act of the employer. 

In 2005 IV AD SC 39—three Judges Bench of the 
Hon’ble Apex Court held that reinstatement with full back 
wages is justified. In this case the workmen have performed 
more than 240 days work and he has been retrenched 
without payment of compensation and pay in lieu of notice. 

The workmen are manual workers. They are not 
skilled workmen, the workmen have not disclosed the 
source of their livelihood during the period of their 
unemployment. It is true that they are not employed in any 
establishment still they must be doing some manual work 
for their subsistence. The workmen have been illegally 
removed by the management after continuous working of 
4 years. 
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In the facts and circumstances of the case the 
workmen are entitled to 25%back wages only. 

This issue is decided accordingly. 

ISSUE NO. 5 

The workmen applicants are entitled to reinstatement 
along with 25% back wages. 

The references are replied thus:— 

(1) The action of the Management of Mahanagar 
Telephone Nigam Limited, Delhi in relation to 
terminating the services of workmen, Shri 
Surinder, Ex-Sweeper with effect from 2-5-2001 
is neither just nor fair nor legal. The management 
should reinstate Shri Surinder, Ex-Sweqper w.e.f. 
02-05-2001 along with 25% back wages within 
two months from the date of publication of the 
award. 

(2) The action of the management of MTNL, New 
Delhi in terminating the services of Smt. Maya 
w.e.f. 02-05-2001 along with 25% back wages 
within two months from the date of the 
publication of the award. 

The awards are given accordingly. 

Date: 28-09-2007 R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

^ 15 2007 

^T. arc. 3131.—%^ wsrc ^ TT % 

1947 (1947^T14)^fqm2%t5v^(-5)%^TT-7gTr5(vi) 

% % 3HMRcT % 9FT ft^FTR 

^.3TT. 1135 3-04-2007 SRI 

^,u|ld<4, 1947 (1947 

14) wr yfaOe 12 3 ynfrTrf t, 

arfafWT % Miil'jRt* % 17-4-2007 ^ W. W 

leiM, *1*41 RbMi ®TT; 


3?ht % f*4) "*¥ e ftKrtf <! rfU 

^ ^ WlF=rfV % %tr '3THT 3T^f%T t; 

317T:, 3R, afratfw StfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) WO 2 % (■?) (vi) % 

TPTcT V|Rki 4T IRfrT ^ 'P, 
im 3 Tf^m 17-10-2007 "ura 

sh'hFD *1*4) , hIFici I 

[*. T^-11017/8/97-3^ 3TR (Th^)] 

New Delhi, the 15th October, 2007 

S.O. 3131.—Whereas the Central Government 
having been satisfied that the public interest so requires 
that in pursuance of the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of 
the clause (n) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947), declared by the Notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Labour S.O. No. 
1135 dated 13-04-2007 the service in the Security Printing 
Press, Hyderabad which is covered by item 12 of the First 
Schedule to the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) 
to be a Public Utility Service for the purpose of the said 
Act, for aperiod of six months from the 17th April, 2007. 

And whereas, the Central Government is of opinion 
that public interest requires the extension of the said period 
by a further period of six months. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by the proviso to sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of Section 2 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central Government 
hereby declares the said industry to be a Public Utility 
Service for the purposes of the said Act, for a further period 
of six months from the 17th October, 2007. 

[No. S.11017/8/97-IR(PL)] 
S. KRISHNAN, Addl. Secy. 
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